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tion of the United States abolishing polygamy; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. LEVY: Petition of the Switchmen’s Union of North
America, protesting against the passage of the workmen's com-
pensation bill; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of the Banana Buyers' Protective Association,
New York, N. Y., protesting against the passage of the legisla-
tion placing an import tax on bananas; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. LONERGAN: Petitiorr of the Switchmen's Union of
North America, favoring legislation to increase the force of
safety-appliance inspectors on railroads; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

SENATE,
Frmay, July 25, 1913.

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Forrest J. Prettyman, D. D.
The Journal of yesterday's proceedings wasread and approved.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS.

The VICE PRESIDENT presented the memorial of Joseph
. Beall, of Boston, Mass., former president of the American
Agricultural Association, relative to conditions existing in
Mexico, which was referred to the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations,

He also presenfed a petition from the National Civil Service
Reform League, remonstrating against the adoption of para-
graph O of section 2 of the pending tariff bill, relating to the
collection of the income tax, which was ordered to lie on the
table,

Mr. WEEKS presented a paper to accompany the bill (8.
1583) granting a pension to Sarah W. Loud, which was referred
to the Commitiee on Pensions.

Mr. McLEAN presented a resolution adopted by the Busi-
ness Men's Association of Meriden, Conn., favoring a more effi-
cient and businesslike administration of the Consular Service,
which was referred to the Committee on Commerce.

Mr, CLAPP presented petitions of sundry citizens of Minne-
apolis, Minn., praying for the adoption of an amendment to the
Constitution granting the right of suffrage to women, which
were referred to the Committee on Woman Suffrage.

COLLECTION OF INCOME TAX.

Mr. STERLING. Mr. President, I send to the desk a com-
munication from the National Civil Service Reform League, ad-
dressed to Members of the Senate and House of Representatives,
in opposition to paragraph O of section 2 of the tariff bill,
which I will ask to have read, and I shall then move that it lie
on the table, to be taken up in connection with that paragraph
of the bill when it is reached. I ask unanimous consent that

it be read. I think its importance is such at this time that it

ought to be read to the Senate, as well as printed in the REcorD.
The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there any objection? The Chair
hears none, and the Secretary will read as requested. -
The Secretary read as follows:

{Charles W. Eliot, president. Vice presidents: Edwin A, Alderman,
Charlottesville, Va.; Charles J. Bonaparte, Baltimore; Joseph H.
Choate, New York City; Harry A. Garfleld, Willlamstown, S8, §
George Gray. Wilmington, Del. ; Arthur T. Hadley, Yale University ; Seth
Low, New York City; Franklin MacVeagh, Washington, D. C.; George
A, Pope, Baltimore ; Henry A. Richmond, Buffalo, N. Y. ; Moorfield Storey,
Iloston ; Thomas N. Strong, Portland, Oreg.; and Herbert Welsh, Phila-
delphla. Robert W. Belecher, secretary ; A. 8. Frissell, treasurer ; Robert
D, Jenks, chairman of couneil; rge T, Keyes and Harry W
Marsh, assistant secretaries.)

NATIONAL CIVIL SERVICE REFORM LEAGUE,
OFFICES 79 WALL BTREET,
New York, July 2}, 1913.

Memorandum of the National Civil Service Reform League in opposition
to paragraph O of section 2 of the tariff bill, H. R. 3321.

SPOILS RAID IN THE TARIFF BILL.
T the Members of the Senate and the House of Representatives:

The tariff bill, H. R, 8321, as introduced in the Benate provides for
the employment for the period of two years of a large force of agents,
inspectors. deput{ collectors, ete., without com lyinﬂg with the pro-
visions of the civil-service law. This provision is found in amendment O
(pp. 207, 208, 209) appropriating $1,200,000 for salaries and supplies

pired to enforce the income-tax law., The provision referred to in
full is as follows :

“prorided, That for a period of two years from and after the passage
of this act the force of agents, depul‘{ collectors, and inspeectors au-
thorized by this section of this aet shall be n(ppointed by the Commis-

" ploner of Internal Ievenue, with the approval of the Secretgg of the
Treasury, and without compliance with the conditions presecri by the
act entitled *An act to regulate and improve the civil service,” approved
Janunary 16, 1883, and amendments thereto, and with such compensa-
tion as the Commissioner of Internal Revenue may fix, with the a
proval of the Secretary of the Treasury, within the limitations here
preseribed : Provided further, That no person now In the classified
service who shall be appointed an agent, deputy collector, or inspector
ghall lose his civil-service status because of such appolntment.” -

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION
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of the Committee on Finance as
RD any stated why this

We can find nowhere in the reg):crctl
reasons
force should be recruited outside the ecivil-service law.

Prlnted in the CONGRESSIONAL

arge The only ;
excuse for such a provision would be inability on the part of the,
a reason-

Civil Service Commission to supply an adequate foree wi
able time; but we are inrormadpg the commission that it has upon its
registers a full complement of ellgibles from whom selection could be |
made for these positions. In view of the lack of any necessity for}
golng outside the eligible llsts to make these appointments, this pro- |
vislon in the bill is ncﬁross injustice to those who have taken the ex- |
glljr;[tt‘;alléions and qualified for positions in accordance with the law and
The number of clerks whose appointments are thus thrown open to
political influences will run into the hundreds. Congress eould eontinue
their appointment by further legislation at the end of the two-year
riod and Senators and Representatives would be importumed by the |
orce 8o appointed to grant an extension of employment or transfer to |
the classified service. There Is no Prmdent for such a widespread ex-i
ception since the days of the Spanish War other than the unnecessary
and ill-advised provision in the sun eivil appropriation bill of lmr(::r

year allowing temporary appointments in the Pension Office for a|
riod of one year. At the time of the Spanish War emergency and
n the face of full lists of eligibles a large force was appointed without |

regard to the clvil-service rules. Before the lapse of any considerable |
time it was shown that this force was distinctly Inferior {n capacity to
the regular civil-service employees, yet by subsequent legislation they
were covered into the classified service.

This proposed legislation is an attempt to secure patronage at the
expense of the merit system and is contrary to the eivil-service planks
in the platforms of the three great parties. The plank in the mo-

cratie J:lntrorm favored the enforcement of the civil-serviee law to
the end that * merit and ability should be the standard of appoint-
ment and promotion rather than service rendered to a politieal party.”
The Progressive Party went on racord as in favor of “ the enforcement
of the civil-service law In letter and spirit,” while the Republican
Party *“stands committed to'the maintenance, extension, and enforce-

ment of the civil-service law.”
We therefore ask your assistance In menttl‘lﬂnu% such spoils raid
uphol ¥ your vote the

as is proposed in the tariff bill and B:

principles of {.our party that the subordinate el service should be

absolutely withdrawn from politics. We sincerely hope that you will

lt':n[l;cbg% record your vote in favor of this r provision of the
r :

Yery respecifully, yours, RonerT D. JEX

Chairman of s Counctl.

Georce T. KEYES, !

Assistant Secretary.

Mr, STERLING. I move that the communication just read
lie on the table.

The VICE PRESIDENT. It will be so ordered without any
motion,

Mr. STERLING subsequently said: In presenting the com-
munication this morning from the National Civil Service Re-
form Lengue in regard to paragraph O of section 2 of the pend-
ing tariff bill, I omitted to make the request that the names
at the head of the communication be printed in the Recorp,
I ask unanimous consent to that effect.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to printing the
names of the officials referred to by the Senator from South
Dakota ?

Mr. SIMMONS. We can not hear on this side of the Chamber
a word the Senator has said. I do not know what it is he
desires to have printed.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The paper is a memorial from the
National Civil Service Reform League with reference to certain
features of the tariff bill, and the Senator from South Dakota
has asked that the names of the officials may be printed with
the document in the Recorp. Is there objection? L

Mr. SIMMONS. I do not know what the communication is,
but I shall not object. ’ :

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair hears no objection. The
names will be printed in full as requested by the Senator from
South Dakota. ;

STANDARD BARREL FOR FRUITE AND VEGETABLES,

Mr. CLAPP, from the Commitiee on Standards, Weights, and
Measures, to which was referred the bill (8. 2269) to fix the
standard barrel for fruits, vegetables, and other dry commodi-
ties, reported it with an amendment, and submitted a report
(No. 89) thereon.

BILLS INTRODUCED.

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous
consent, the second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. SMOOT:

A bill (8. 2823) relating to the temporary filling of vacancies
oceurring in the offices of register and receiver of district land
offices; to the Committee on I'ublic Lands.

A bill (8. 2824) to amend an act entitled “An act to. pro-
vide for the adjudication and payment of claims arising from
Indian depredations,” appreved March 3, 1801; to the Com-
mittee on Indian Affairs, :

A bill (8. 2825) granting an increase of pension to Harry
Jones;

A bill (8. 2826) granting an increase of pension to Robert G.
Sleater (with accompanying paper); and
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A Dbill (8. 2827) granting an increase of pension to Sarah
Ann Jones (with accompanying paper); to the Committee on
Pensions.

By Mr. BRADLEY :

A bill (8. 2828) for the relief of the estate of Benjamin
Gratz, deceased (with accompanying paper) ; to the Committee
on Claims. $

By Mr. WEEKS: :

A bill (8. 2829) granting an increase of pension to Cornelius
Curran; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr, TILLMAN:

A’ bill (S. 2830) making appropriation for the correction
of the acoustics, by the Harper system, of the United States
Naval Academy chapel and auditorium; to the Committee on
Naval Affairs.

By Mr. WILLIAMS:

A bill (8. 2831) to establish a drainage fund and to provide
for the reclamation of swamp and overflowed lands in certain
States (with accompanying paper) ; to the Committee on Com-
merce,

AMENDMENT TO THE TARIFF BILL, -

Mr. JONES submitted an amendment intended to be proposed
by him to the bill (H. R. 3321) to reduce tariff duties and to pro-
vide revenue for the Government, and for other purposes, which
was ordered to lie on the table and be printed.

THE TARIFF.

Mr. SIMMONS. T ask unanimouns consent that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of House bill 3321.

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the
Whole, resumed the consideration of the bill (H. R. 3321) to
reduce tariff duties and to provide revenue for the Government,
and for other purposes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from California [Mr.
Worxks] is entitled to the floor.

8SUTGAR.

Mr. WORKS. Mr. President, there is another important and
growing industry in my State that will be stricken down by this
bill if it becomes a law. It is that of manufacturing beet sugar.
It is an industry not alone of the manufacturers of beet sugar,
Thousands of acres of land in California are devoted to the
raising of beets, and hundreds of farmers and farm hands and
their families are dependent upon this industry for their living.
Besides this, thousands of acres of land in the State, commonly
known as alkali lands, that are practically worthless because
of the alkali deposits they contain, are being reclaimed by the
growing of beets upon them, and thereby made first-class lands
and adding millions of dollars to the land values of the State
and Nation. It is a peculiar fact, thoroughly demonstrated,
that beets are the only crops that can be raised on such land
and that they absorb and extract the alkali, thus permanently
reclaiming it in a very short time. In this way the growing of
beets is of the greatest value in the reclamation of the land in
addition to the means of living it affords to the growers and the
addition it supplies to one of the necessaries of life, so regarded.
The alleged experts who draw these tariff bills are most expert
in econcealing their real meaning. Schedule X, dealing with
sugar, is a conspicuous example of the confusing circumlocu-
tion resorted to in providing for a tariff. It provides:

SBugars testing by the polariscope not above 75°, seventy-ome one-
hundredths of 1 [lner cent per pound, and for every additional degree
shown by the polariscope test iwenty-six one-thousandths of 1 cent
per pound additional, and fraction of a degree in proportion.

I suppose a polarigscope is an instrument designed to deter-
mine the degree of real or pure sugar in a substanece imported
as such. If that be so, every separate package of sugar im-
ported, in whatever form, must, in order to comply with the law,
be tested and tried out and the tariff imposed accordingly, I
am informed by persons who know more about this question
than I do, or probably ever will, that the Cuban sugar, which
our people must compete with, is of about 96° pure, and on
sugar of that degree the tariff proposed by the bill will amount
to something less than 1 cent a pound. In order that the
Senate may understand how important this industry is to my
State I desire to submit for consideration some data showing
to what extent it has been established in California. The fol-
lowing figures have been compiled and I think can be relied
upon :

There are 11 beet-sugar factories in the State of California, having
an aggregale daily slicing capacity of 13,500 tons. This does not in-
clude the factories at Corcoran and Visalia, which were not in opera-
tion I;lst year, buat it is understood will be reopened for the next
m?ﬂ: gang'p:rcgale cost of construction of these 11 factorles, based on
$1.250 per ton of daily slicing capacity, is $16,875,000, the total in-

vestment In plants, lands, an equipment being approximately
$20,000,000.

The aggregate length of all buildings is 23,345 feet.
factories show the following expenditures:

Acres of beets harvested

Figures for 10
112, 000

Tons of bheets 1, 037, 000
Tons of sugar produced 168, 000
Paid for beets £6, 700, 000
Paid for labor___ - , 900, 000
Paid for railroad freights_______ 1, 800, 000
Paid for fuel ofl-_ 500, 000
Pald for lime rock 200, 000
Paid for bags =10 i
Pald for other suppli L/ 540, 000
Total expenditures 1912 A= LT IR Y -] 14, 040, 000

The total expenditures of these 11 factories since their erection,
exclusive of the amounts invested in plants, lands, and equipment, is
approximately $104,379,000.

A fuller and more accurate understanding of the extent of
the industry, the amount of money invested, and the benefits
that have and should continue to accrue to the people of the
State may be gained by an examination of the following tabu-
lated statements relating separately to each of the 11 sugar
manufactories in the State:

(Oxnard, Cal.; American Beet Sugar Co.; erectdéd 1807-98; daily ca-
pacity, 3,000 tons of beets; equipped with American machinery.)

Size of main bullding, 120 by 401 feet; length of all bulldings, 1,556
feet ; area of beets grown by independent farmers In 1912, 15,561 acres;
by the factory, 637 acres.

Partial disbursementas since erection of factory.

Beots $15, 000, 000

Wage earners, office help, superintendents, managers, and

officers - _____ 5 eem B, 000, 000
Freight on beets, sugar, and supplies___— _____________ - 6,000,000
Fuel, lime rock, bags, coke, and all other supplies—______ 4, 000, 000

{Chino, Cal.; American Beet Bugar Co.: erccted 1891 ;: daily eapacity,
000 tons of beets ; equipped with American and foreign machinery.)
Size of main bullding, 67 by 310 feet; length of all buildings, 1,525

feet : area of beets grown by independent farmers in 1912, 14,809 acres;

by the factory, 1,800 acres.
Partial disbursements since erection of factory.
$5, 592, 643. 63
2, 725, 000, 00

2, 250, D00, 00
2,175, T45. 45

Beets _ S Pl A bl — AuA e xS g 8l o

Wage earners, office help, superintendents, managers,
and officers

Frelght on beets, sugar, and suppMes_________________

Fuel, lime rock, bags, coke, and all other supplies______

(Bpreckels, Cal. ; Spreckels SBugar Co. ; erected 1809 ; daily capacity, 3,000
tons of beets; equipped with American and German machinery.)

Size of main building, 105 by 585 feet; length of all buildings, 7,741
fect : aren of beets grown by independent farmers in 1912, 7,380 acres;
by the factory, 7,429 acres.

{Los Alamitos Sugar Co., Los Alamitos, Cal.: erected 1897; daily
capacity, 800 tons of beets; equipped with American maechinery.)

Bize of main building, 93 feet 9 inches by 261 fect: length of all
buildings, 2,144 feet; area of beets grown by independent farmers in
1912, 10,432 acres; by the factory, 401 acres,

Approrimate disbursements since erection of factory.
$4, 321, 443. 87

1, 208, 100, 93
1, 314, 030. 61

200, 613. 48
7, 235, 088, 95

Beets St T R b N e AL [
Wage earners, office help, superintendents, managers,
A ST T el T e T etz L (R
Fuel, lime rock, bags, coke, and all other supplies_.___
Exl eriments, insurance, brokerage, repairs, and all other
ms

Total

(Santa Ana Cooperative Sugar Co., Dyer, Cal.; erccted 1912;: dally
capacity, 1,200 tons of beets; equipped with American machinery.)
Size of main building, 66 by 206 feet; length of all buildings, 971

feet; area of beets grown by 226 independent farmers in 1012, 9,061

acres; by the factory, none,

—_

{Alameda Sugar Co., Alvarado, Cal.: erected 1870; daily capacity,
800 tons of beets; equipped with American machinery.)
Size of main building. 65 by 230 feet: length of all buildings, 3,043
fect ; area of beets largely grown by the factory, 5,708 acres.

et Partial disbursements gince 1807,

eets e e e

Wage earners, office help, superintendents, managers, and
officers 2,

Freight on beets, sugar, and supplies =

Fuel, lime rock, bags, coke, and all other supplies

(Southern California Sugar Co., Santa Ana. Cal.; erected 1900 ; daily
capacity, 600 tons of beets; eguipped with American machinery.)
Bize of maln bullding, 67 by 265 feet; length of all buildings, 1,184

feet ; area of beets grown by independent farmers in 1912, 10,000 acres ;

by the factory, none,

Partial disbursements since erection of factory.
$1, 224, 996. 35

$3, 284, 580
1, 736, 992
247, 805

845, 315

Beets
Wage earners,

office help, superintendents, managers,

AN e s e e 307, 000, 00
Freight on bects, sugar, and supplies_ . _________ 309, 900, 00
Fuel, lime rock, bags, coke, and all other supplies_———- 337, 369. 51
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(Holly Sugar Co., Huntington Beach, Cal. ; erected 1911 ; daily capacity,
1,000 tons of beets; equipped with American machinery.)

Bize of maln building, 65 by 260 feet; length of all builldin 1,160
feet; area of beets grown by 500 Independent farmers in 1912, 11,000
acres; by the factory, none,

Partial disbursements since erection of factory.
Beets $1, 100, 000
Wage earners, office help, superintendents, managers, and
Freight on beot a 1i 300, 000
ight on 8, sugar, and sapplies_ oo 4
Fnel‘?blime rock, bags, coke, am? all other supplies________ 230, 000

(Union Sugar Co., Betteravia, Cal.; erected 1898; dally capacity, 1,000
tons of beets; equipped with American machinery.)
Size of main building, 109 by 270 feet; length of all buildings, 3,043
feet ; area of beets, largely grown by the factory, 5,708 acres.
Partial disbursements since crection of factory.

Beets, 1899-1912. ——- $4, 697,879
Wage earners, office help, superintendents, managers, and
e S 280
on ts, sngar, and supplies s
Fume]fhiime rock, hngs,gacoke. and all other suppHes_________ 1,120,038

(Hamilton City, Cal.: Sacramento Valley Bugar Co.; erected 1906;
d;g.ly csipaclt_v. 700 tons of beets; equipped with American ma-
chinery.

Size of main building, 62 by 250 feet; length of all bulldings, 1,301
feet; area of beets largely grown by the factory, 1,510 acres.

Approximate disbursements since erection of factory.

Beets §1, 350, 000
Wage earners, office help, superintendents, managers, and
officers 650, 000
Freight on beets, sugar, and supplies 450, 000
Fuel, lime rock, bags, coke, and all other supplies _______ 425. 000
Experiments, Insurance, brokerage, repairs, and all other
items 45, 000
Total expenditures since date of erection_______ - 2,920,000
(Anaheim, Cal.; Anaheim Bugar Co.; erected 1910-11; daily capacity,
500 tons of beets; equipped with American machinery.)

Size of main bullding, 58 by 275 feet: length of all buildings, 1,155
feet; aren of bLeets grown by Independent farmers In 1912, 10,069
acres; by the factory, none. ¥

Approximate disbursements since crection of factory.

Waee fice hel rintendent A

age earners, office he superintendents, managers,
and ‘officers Py R : %1% 9201, 579.70
Freight on beets, sugar, and supplies 173, 600. 00
Fuel, lime rock, bags, coke, and all other gupplies______ 194, 200. 00

Experiments, insurance, brokerage, repairs, and all other
items 86, 130. 00
Total 1, 309, 084. 79

T have this further statement from A. C. Bird, president of
the Southern California Beet Sugar Growers' Association, which
is worthy of careful consideration as coming, not from the
manufacturer, but from the farmer who grows and sells the
beets:

This development within a few years has demonstrated the fact
ihat, unless confronted with unexpected difficulties, the United States
wlill scon be able, through the growth of sugar beets, to supply Its
own demands. with some surplus sugar for exportation, while at present
the Tnited States s Im})orting six-sevenths of the amount consumed.
So far as I am personally concerned I do not favor or advocate high
duties or a prohibitory tariff for the pur?one of building up trusts
or monopolies, and 1 believe this is the universal feeling of mem-
bers of the associatlon, but we all belleve that the r facts In the
ease of the sugar industry are widely misunderstood and that the In-
sistent, growing demand all over the country for the removal of the
dutles on *“ trust goods,” coupled with the overwhelming outery against
the high ecost of living, may lead to wrong conclusions, harmful to
beet-sugar States and eficial to none, unless this subject is_ thor-
oughly Investigated from all points of view and fully understood.

We are demonstra the value of this industry to the soil, not
only by greatly enhaneing the wvalue of the average soil under culti-
vation, but by making highly valuable soll heretofore regarded as use-
less. To illustrate By my own experlence last season: In planting 75
acres to beets 1 included 9 acres I had not been able to raise any-
thing on equal to the value of the seed because the soil was so strongly
impregnated with alkali.

The average tonnage of that 9 acres was greater than the average of
all the others, and the average sugar value was eater than the
general average of the 66 acres, This experience s been general
throughout this district, and large acreage is now beinF cultivated with

results that have heretofore regarded as valueless. You can
see just what this means for southern California and adjoining States.
Furthermore, that which has been regarded as valueless, unproductive
soll i8 being improved in its produetiveness beyond anything that has
been seen in this country, and other crops are being greatly increased
by their votation with sugar beets. These statements will be verifled
by the Agriculture Department, as shown by the investigations carried
on in both the United States and Germany.

Finally, as to where the consumer comes in. If the eane-sugar peonle
suceeed in the removal of doties on raw sugar, the market in this
country will be substantially in the hands of the eane-sugar refinerles.
There nm{ be an interval of lower prices while they are giving the
finishing touches to the bheet people, but as soon as the [ast-named
industry is wiped out the Sugar Trust (refiners) will effectively control
the prices for all the millions of consumers in our country, havin
dlsgosed of all the existing competition by the destruction of the grea
and growing sugar-beet industry as well as having given general agri-
culture a disastrous blow. So we hope when this question comes up
for final disposition the friend of agriculture everywhere, and espe-
cially the friend of California, will put every possible obsfacle in he
way of reduction of the sugar dutles until they are thoroughly con-
vinced that it is a wise measure from all points. Please bear in mind

that in southern California the beet industry is the greatest one—sava
only citrus fruits—and that in a few years with the same protection
the in;itustfry n]ms had the last five years the beet interest will be the
greatest of all,

T. B. Case, manager of Southern California Sugar Co., located

1

Il

at Banta Ana, Cal.,, furnishes, at my request, the rollowingl

information as to the beet-sugar industry in the State:

We will utilize in our campaigns 100,000 acres planted to beets.

Much of this soil, on aecount of its alkaﬁnity. will not produce other
Emﬁtnb!e crops, and the first beet crops are not emtirely satisfactory,
ut by continuous cropping the alkaline rankness is exhausted and the
land omes highly productive and valuable,

All the factories purchase their beets from actual growers. None, so
far as I ow, raises its own beets. The beets produced on the
100,000 acres will amount to 1,000,000 tons, or an aver of 10 tons
per acre, which is a conservative estimate for southern ifornia, We

ay the growers for these beets between $6,000,000 and $7,000,000.

e ranchers who raise these beets pay to the farm laborers who care
for the cro? between two and two and one-half million dollars. We

the roads for transporting these beets to the factories $500,000.

(-] dgurclm.se and consume 500,000 barrels of oll, from which the rail-
roads receive over $100,000 more; also 100,000 tons of limestone,
quarried in California, for which we qa $175,000 to $200,000, and for
which the railroads recelve another like amount. We use 30,000,
bags, which are manufactured in California at a cost to the factories
of 5560.000. For the purchase of the materials and supplies entering
into the manufacture of our sugar we expend for the 150,000 tons
about eleven and one-fourth million dollars, all of which to
California labor, railroads, and material men, excepting coke, which we
are compelled to purchase either in the East or from Europe landed In
this country at the port of San Pedro.

For the transportation of our manufactured product to the market,
the mamufacturers pay to the rallroads an additional one and one-half
millions of dollars. All of the money received from the sale of our
manufactured product, except for such as is consumed in our own Btiate,
is brought from the jobh cities of the Missouri River and deposited
in our home banks. The effect of the industry upon the community in
which the factories are located is most beneficial. It begins at the
foundation of society and pays to the common laborer remunerative
wages, keeping him emplo{led during the months which are ordinarily
those of least activity. I have had experience in organizing and start-
ing two beet-sugar factories, one in Michigan and one In California,
and from my personal observation I have formed the cpinion that there
is no other industry which so beneficially affects the community where
located. We pay to the farmers somewhere between 2 and 23 cents a
pound for the extracted sugar. We add to that, in labor and supplies,
a little over a cent and a quarter, bringing the toial cost up to ap-
proximately 3.65 cents a pound.

gar produced in the Tropics from the cheap and filthy labor
for a little less than what we y the farmers for the extracted
sugar. If that sugar is admitted free into the Unlted States, as it can
be introduced at a small profit for about what we pay the farmer,
it will necessarily compel us either to purchase our beets at a lower
price or drive us out of business. The latter is the more probable
course, for the reason that our farmers must either be able to sell their
beets at a reasonable profit or they will engage in other industries, and
in this connection, they must make more money on their beets than
they receive for other crops, for the reason t it is a crop that re-
quires intense cultivation and care, entailing upon the farmer more
cost and labor than he is com ed to expend on any other of his
growing crops, not excepting the citrus fruit growers.

Here is another very brief statement showing the value of
the industry to the State: :

BEET-SUGAR INDUSTRY—THE DIRECT ECONOMIC VALUR OF THE BEET-SUGAR
INDUSTRY TO THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 5

Factories.—Alameda Bugar Co., Alameda Couug‘; Anaheim Sugar
Co., Orange County; American Beet Sugar Co., * Chino,” San Bernar-
dino County; American Beet Buogar Co., * Oxnard,” Ventura County;
Holly Sugar Co., ge County; Los Alamitos Bugar Co., Orange
County ; Spreckels Bugar Ce., Monterey County: Santa Ama Coopera-
tive Sugar Co., Orange County; Sonthern California Sugar Co., Orange
County ; Sacramento Valley Bugar Co., Glenn County; Union Sugar Ce.,
Santa Barbara County.
Local expenditures in 1913,

For beets (showing the total value of the crop to the

farmers ¢f the State) ___ $6, 701, 682. 82
For labor factories and fields 3, 939, 165. 01
For railroad freights 1,811, 112. 46
For fuel ofl 503, T89. 90
For lime rock 211, 169. 09
For bags 391, 504, 93
For other supplies 542, 598. 11

Total 14, 100, 022, 32
Acres harvested 112, 003
Tons sugar beets grown (2,000 ds)

1, 037, 499
Tons of sugar preduced (2,000 pounds) - —_———_____ 168, 765

tal investment in factories, land, and equipment___ $19, 904, 823. 21

(N. B.—The above statistics have been aeccurately compiled by the
Paclfic Slope Beet Bugar Association.)

I have also this very clear statement of conditions from the
Anaheim Sugar Co., showing particnlarly the advantages of the
industry to the people of the State of California:

Believing, as we do, that you will oppose nnf ehange in the sugar
tariff. which you can be convinced is nst the interests of your State,
wa tinke the iiberty of giving you a few figures, the correctness of which
can be ensily verified by an examination of our books:

We paid the farmers last year per ton of beets testing 20 per

cent SUgAY o $6. 75
Our average freight rafe per ton of beets to the factory was... . 3508
Expense of field men—making eontracts and instrocting farmers

in growln{; heets—per ton of beets = 121
Expense of loading beets in cars at dumps per ton——— - 103

Making a total cost per ton f. o. b. factory of _________ 7.481

It is generally fizured that a 75 per cent extraction of the sugar is
geod work, which would mean 300 pounds of sugar out of the 400
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unds in the beets, from which it will be seen that we pay for the
g:ets delivered an equivalent of $2.49 per hundred pounds of extract-
able sugar, and, in addition to this, must bear the cost of extraction,
of which labor at Amerlcan rates is one of the principal items.

In the way of comparison, raw sugar delivered in New York to-day
from Cuoba is selling at $3.45 per hundred pognds, and without the duty
of $1.348 would be equal to $2.102 per hundred pounds. Therefore
wo start with raw material in the way of beets at $2.49 hundred
pounds of sugar, while the refiners in the East start with raw cane
gugar at $2.102 per hundred pounds, and the factory cost of producing
refined sugar from beets is at least double the cost of raw cane
sugar. This should prove that a freesugar bill at any e would
destroy the beet-sugar Industry and give the cane refiners absolute com-
mand of the production of this commodity and the regulation of prices.

In the interest of the farmer, laborer, and others in California en-
gaged in this industry outside of the sugar factories, we wish to say
that during the year 1912 this State produced 3,173,830 bags of beet
sugar, and there was disbursed for beets, fuel oil, labor, ete., approxi-
mately $12,000,000, while the production of the same number of bags
of refined sugar by refining raw cane sugar would mean in comparison
a distribution of not much over one-sixth of this amount.

Onr aunditor’s cost sheet for the year 1912, u:cu:}{‘lr1 of which we will
be glad to file with you, shows that after crediting the by-products,
consisting of dried beet pulp and molasses, our ar costs us at the
factory $3.88 net per 108 pounds. This cost would be increased Pro—

ded we are not able to dispose of ihe molasses at the inventory
price of $10 per ton.

Mr. President, it is unnecessary to speculate about the result
to the beet-sugar industry in my State if the proposed legisla-
tion goes into effect. It is possible that under a tariff of 1
cent a pound the industry might struggle along, but the growth
of it would be effectually brought to an end, and the farmers,
the people above all others who should be protected, will be
made to suffer the whole loss under such a tariff in the reduced
price at which they will be able to sell the beets, or the laborers
will suffer from reduced and inadeguate wages, or both. Neither
the prices for the products nor the wages paid can compete with
prices or wages in the Tropics. It may be taken as certain that
it will not be the manufacturers that will suffer, but the farmer
and the laborer. This would undoubtedly be the effect of a re-
duction such as is proposed.

But, sir, the bill goes further than this. It provides for
sugar going on the free list at the end of three years. This
simply means the extinetion of the sugar industry in my State.
Our people can not compete with Cuba, for example, and live.
So the question is d very simple one. Does Congress believe
it to be to the best interest of the country to completely destroy
one of its chief and growing industries in California and other
States for the slender hope that by such a course the price
of sugar to the consumer may be reduced? I am afraid that
this proposed legislation is not founded on any such belief.
The people of this country have been made to believe that
tariffs should be reduced. So they should. But on what? On
the products that are over or unnecessarily protected from
foreign competition. On some manufactured articles from
which manufacturers are growing offensively rich. Not on the
products of the soil, upon the production of which the farmers
of the country depend for a living. The trouble is that this
bill does not undertake an intelligent and fair regulation and
readjustment of the tariff in such way as to remedy the evils
resulting from former ill-adjusted and burdensome tariff legis-
lation. I am afraid it is done with the view of securing public
favor and votes irom the people who are justly crying out for
a reducticn of the tariff without knowing where and on what
articles reductions should be made in the public interest. Re-
ductions are made on farm products on the specious and ap-
pealing ground that it will result in a lowering of prices for the
ordinary and common necessaries of life. But unfortunately
these are the very things, in the main, that come from the
eoil and benefit the millions of our people engaged in farming
ani farm labor. By opening the common necessaries of life
to foreign competition we are taking these necessaries from the
mouths and the backs of the very people in this country who
most need the protection of their industry and their living. No
party that reduces the tariff in any such way and upon such
articles will long continue in power. It must find some more
scientific and just method than this of regulating the tariff.

If that is what the pledge of the Demoeratic Party to reduce
the tariff really means, the pledge had better never have been
made. I do not believe it means any such thing. To miscon-
strue it as a license of the people to establish free trade or to
take away from the farmers and laboring men of the country
the protection fhey need and should have is a eruel miscon-
struction of the pledge that will bring swift and condign pun-
ishment from the people at the polls. I regret that the attempt
to regulate the evils of excessive tariff rates should have taken
this form. The attempt to regulate and reduce the tariff is
worthy of commendation if only it is done with a sincere pur-

, pose to better the condition of the people, but woe to the party

that seeks to make it a means of political gain or advantage.

But, sir, the claim is made that the sugar manufacturers
are, under the existing tariff rates, making inordinately large
profits. I have tried to ascertain the facts as to this claim
as it applies to the various industries in my State and to be
governed by those facts. Perhaps the sugar-beet growers and
sugar manufacturers of California are in better condition to
withstand a reduction in the tariff than any other State be-
cause of the fertility of its lands, their adaptability to the
growth of sugar beets, and the higher quality of the beets
grown in respect of the amount of sugar they contain. If the
California industry will be seriously injured by the proposed
reduction on sugar, it will be destroyed completely in other
States where sugar-beet culture and the manufacture of sugar
therefrom are becoming important factors in the progress of
those States where the beets can be grown. At Oxnard, Cal,
is one of the large manufactories of the State. The land in
that section is peculiarly adapted to the growth of sugar beets
of the highest quality. The percentage of sugar in the beets
grown there is as high or higher than anywhere else in this
country and the conditions for the manufacture of sugar are
peculiarly favorable; and yet the profits resulting from the
manufacture of sugar under such favorable conditions are not
unreasonable under the existing tariff. I have here a statement
of the different plants of the American Beet Sugar Co., showing
their capacities, amount invested in the construction of the plants,
cost of production of sugar and the profits realized, the effect
on the industry of certain reductions in the tariff, the com-
parative investments necessary to carry on the business in this
and other countries, wages paid, the comparative extractions
of sugar from the beets in the several counfries engaged in
the business, and the total cost of production of sugar in each.

The statement is as follows:

AMERICAN RBEET SUGAR CO.

The six plants of the American Beet Sugar Co. have a dally slicing
capacity as follows:

Tons.

Oxnard, Cal 3, 000
Chino, Cal.__ 900
Rocky Ford, Colo 1, 500
Lamar, Colo 400
Las Animas, Colo - 700
Grand Island, Nebr 350
Total 6, 850

The actual Investment in factorles, working capital, ete., exclusive
of lands, is approximately $11,500,000; but the usual basis of fizuring
the cost of erecting factories is $1,250 per ton of daily slicing capacity,
which would make the actual construction cost of these six plan

062,500, allowing nothing for working capital, lands, ete,

Referring to the statement of the American Beet Sugar Co. on pafe
2306 of the hearings before the Committee on Ways and Means, it will
be seen that durinf the seven years 1006-T to 1912-13 the com-

any prodoced 10,012,343 bags of sugar, or an average of 1,430,334
g8 per year, and that the average net receipts per bag after deduct-
ing expenses were 77 cents, which would make $7,709,604 ?roﬁt for
the seven years, or $1,101,357 per year, which is equal to 9.5 Ser cent
return on the capital Invested, exclusive of that invested in lands.

The following tabulation shows what the company would be able to
earn under various reductions of the tariff, predicated upon the whole-
sale priee of sugar being lowered in exact proportion as the tariff was
lowered : Present duty on refilned sugar $1.90, affording a profit of 77
cents per 100 pounds, or $1,101,357, which is equal to 9.57 per cent on
the capital invested, exclusive of that invested in lands.

The Lodge-Bristow amendment lowered the duty on refined sugar 30
cents per 100 pounds, or to $1.60 per 100 pounds. Under this reduc-
tion the company's profits would have been 47 cents per 100 pounds, or
$672,257 per annum, which is tg&ual to 5.85 per cent on the capital in-
vested, exclusive of that invested in lands,

A reduction of 25 per cent in the present rate of duty would bring the
duty from $1.90 to $1.425 per 100 pounds, %hus reduoeing the profit from
77 cents to 29.5 cents per 100 pounds, or $421,948 per year, which is
ﬂu?i Eio 3.67 per cent on the capital invested, exclusive of that invested

ands,

A reduction of 33% per cent wonld reduce the duty from $1.90 to
$1.267 per 100 pounds, thus reducing the profits from 77 cents to 13.7
cents per 100 pounds, or $195,935 per annum, which is equal to 1.70
per cent on the eapltal invested, exclusive of that invested In lands.

A reduction of 50 per cent wonld reduce the duty from $1.90 to 95
cents per 100 pounds, thus ellmi:mtin% the 77 cents profit and ereat
a loss of 18 cents &gr bag. or $2B7, Gﬂ"per year, Free sugar woul
create a loss of $1.90 less 77 cents, or $1.13 per bag, amounting to a
total loss of $1,616,278 per annum on a product of 1,430,334 bags.

COST OF PRODUCING BUGAR IN THE UNITED STATES AND IN EUROFEAN
SUGAR EXPORTING COUNTRIES.

The difference in the cost of producing sugar in the United States and
in Europe ean be grouped under three general heads:
;é} ost of plants.
3

Cost of Iabor,
Cost of beets.

The cost of a given size factory in Europe ls about 50 per cent of
th.t]at it isnin the United States, and investment account is correspond-
n small.

average factory wage is 69.9 cents per day as compared with an
average factory wage of $2.99 in the United BStates. he followin
table showe the difference in cost of sugar in the beet in the Uniteg
States and Europe. The extraction in European countries is from
official figures, as is also the price of beets, except in Russia and Bel-
ginm, for which official fizures are not avallable, The extraction in all
countries Is on the basis of raw sugar.
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Extmtiu}: bsem of Cost (;I

er ton ol s per sugar in

P ooty 2,000- | bestper |Diference.

(pounds). |pound ton. | 100 pounds.

United States 263.16 $6.13 2.3

CoMANY ... coocuiicaannaa 327.15 4.86 1.49 s

iy e e s 307.14 3.75 1.22 A1

Austria-Hungary 203,77 4.37 1.49 .84
DR e S 248.19 4. 86 1.96 .37

Belgium.... 208, 52 4.24 1.43 .90

Netherlands 202.18 4.56 1.56 i

On page 5 of the Underwood report, the cost of producing sugar in
Germany is placed at $1.96 to $2.07 per 100 pounds, and on ??ga 6
the eost of produc beet-sugar in the largest factories of the United
States Is given as ‘““not to exceed 3.54 cents per pound,” a difference
of 1.47 to 1.58 cents per pound In favor of Germany.

In additien to this I have the statement of the American Beet
Sugar Co., in tabulated form, showing every item of eost of
production and marketing of sugar and the gross and net re-
ceipts of all of its plants combined. This statement is as
follows:

Biatemert of the Americar: Beet Bugar Co.—Cost of sugar from dpr. 1,
1906, to Mar. 31, 1913.

ALL FACTORIES.
[Paragraphs 216-219.—Beet sugar.]

1906-7 1907-8 1908-9 1909-10
Tons of beets sliced. ... 540,947 470, 081 374,620 472,108
Average sugar test..... 15.54 15. 16. 64 16. 62
Bugar extraction per
ton of beets.......... 263, T4 276,37 200,09 z&g‘m
Average price of beets. £5.50 £5. 36 £5.66 . 83
COST OF MANUFAC-

Cost of raw material. . .| $3,026,977. 53 | §2,615,542. 18 | $2,118,005.76 | $2, 754, 461. 71
hﬁgym'mi?vmt‘ 1,935,572.05 | 1,687,862.54 | 1,356,252.62 | 1,748, 734.80
ol R k : y 5

Overhead or adminis- | e ¢ AL
trative charges....... 138, 265. 54 158, 981. 45 175, 951. 68 177,268. 36
Taxes and insuramce... 54,324, 28 §8,514.38 65,154.27 59, 843. 98
by VB 5,185,139.70 | 4,520,900.55 | 3,716,264.31 | 4,735,306, 85
Bags of sugar produced 1,450, 411 1,299,182 1,086,777 1,378,739
DAL o o m i $3.55 "Te3.48 ' g3.42 T 93.43
OTHER EXPENSES.
T e $§569, 696. 05 $824,033.15 $828, 835, 84 $730, 502, 47
Interest paid on bor- y
rowed money........ 314,441, 16 301, 430. 88 189, 617.60 100, 203. 56
Depreciation at 6 per
cent per annum. . ... 326,642, 71 330, 388, 14 235, 405. 64 347,500. 79
Total cost to pro-
duce and sell
SUgAr.......... 6,365,010.62 | 5,076,972.72 | 5,070,213,30 | 5,922,522.67
Total cost per bag te
produce and sell
................ 4.30 4.60 4.0 4.30
SALE OF SUGAR.
Gross receipts from
sugarsold........... 4,553,214.25 | 7,402,270.46 | 6,915,533.50 | 6,776, 775.97
Gross ts Il)Er bag
Nh;nm L‘].‘m d—beg 4.78 478 5.14 5.09
et receipts per
from sugar sold...... .39 .18 A7 .79
1910-11 1911-12 1812-13 Tetal.
Tons of beets sliced. ... 408, 955 498,078 509,212 3,873,008
Average mgm;it::t ..... 17.80 17.59 18.11 |- 16. 85
Bugar extrac per
ton of beets.......... 315. 76 313.80 325.76 296, 84
Average price of beets. $6.25 $6.46 £7.16 $6.08
€OST OF MANUFAC-
TURE.
Cost of raw material...| $3,117,072, 82 | §3, 210, 223. 46 | $3, 647, 160. 68 [$20, 500, 244. 44
ory cost, less value
oof by-produets....... 1,716,642,27 | 1,853,024.66 | 1,855,998.13 | 12,179,087.07
ver or
L PO 187,269, 72 192,743. 42 261,780.80 | 1,292,258, 95
Taxes and insurance. 64, 746.99 98, 015. 87 98,417.03 499, 016. 80
Total....... i-...| 5,086,631.80 | 5,393,007.41 | 5,863,356.04 | 34,470,607, 26
Bags of sugar produced. 1,575,480 1,562,949 1, 638, 805 10,012,343
perbag........... e ' §3.45 ' $3.53 " 8544

Statement of the American Beet Sugar Co—Cost of sugar .|
2006, 10 Mar. 31, B15— Contiageq. "M0er Trom Apr. 4,

ALL FACTORIES—continued.

1910-11 1911-12 1912-13 To!al,
$034,150.68 |  $060,536. 82 | 81,080, 046. 84 | $5,945, 530. 85
rowed money... 46,158.98 1,482.11 48, 845, 54
Depreciation at 6 per : 2 ) e
cent per annum. . ., . 358,125, 59 364,449, 34 317,319.66 | 2,380,130.77
Total cost to pro-
duce and sell =
.......... 076.05 | 6, 475.68 T
e m e 6,425, 728, 7,300, 568. 68 | 43, 708, T48. 81
produce and sell
1 4.08 4.30 4.41 4.37
SALE OF SUGAR.
Gross melﬁipta from
sugarsold...........| 8,172,856.98 | 8,745,242,
e Lohet ri»erbas ,172, ,745,242.83 | 8,875, 696.50 | 51,441, 500. 58
from sugar sold...... 5.06 5.32 4.95 514
Net receipts per bag
from sugar sold...... .98 102 .54 .n
I also submit for the information of the Senate a separate

statement of a like kind. covering only the business of the plant
at Oxnard, Cal., as follows:

OXNARD FACTORY, OXNARD, CAL.

1906-7 1907-8 1608-9 1909-10
Tons of beets sliced.... 201,333 134,722 174,444 235, 669
Average sugar test..... 17.25 17.74 18.56 18.03
Sugar extraction per
ton of beets.......... 208.71 321.82 332.73 323. 48
Average price of beets. §5.49 $5.78 $6.0 .11
COST OF MANUFACTURE.
Cost of raw material. . .| §1,108,073.50 $779,000.78 | §1,049,272.07 | 81, 440,745.04
Factory cost, less value ) : Wit i
of by-products.......| 698,400.88 |  533,544.16 |  5568,913.26 |  772,007.94
Ovt::ti ('.‘I?;I 62,219.49 60,412.95 66, 86
ve . S 5 1,63 67,361.22
Taxes and insurance...| 19, 443.27 20, 25,34 17, 580. 24 14,090. 16
otk 1,886,137.21 | 1,393,343.93 | 1,002,027.20 | 2,205,194.36
Bagsof sugar produced. 601, 410 433, 5 580, 420 762,
CoSt Per DB~ v vernn- $3.14 $3.21 $2.92 .0t
OTHER EXPENBES.
| R 275,825, 2 §376,020. 54 $483, 231.39 2408, 001. 54
Im t paid on bor- : . 4 :
rowed money........ 141,408, 52 114,543.73 72,054.60 38, 077.36
jation at 6 per
cent per annum.....| 138,343.75 138,289.75 139,275.92 146, 670,95
Total cost to pro-
S e 2,441,804.90 | 2, 26
I 206. 2,857,180.20 | 2,048,5874.290
Total cost per bag 1o : et ) ,022, bk L
produceand sell sugar 4.08 4.00 411 3.87
BALE OF SUGAR.
Gross receipts from
sugar sold........... 1,661,926.70 | 2,686,016.58 | 3,626,646.27 | 8,815,832.80
Gross Mﬂpuw bag
from sugar sold...... 4.90 4.72 5.13 b.03
Net receipts per bag
sugar sold...... .54 .06 102 L16
1910-11 1811-12 1912-13 Total.
p
286,908 279,008 211,93 1,524,001
18.90 10.30 10.74 18,00
341.34 347.81 371.56 335.62
£6.51 36. 67 97.62 §6.38
COST OF MANUFACTURE.
Cost of raw material...| §1,868,338.29 | §1,861,116.53 | §1,614,986.27 | 80,719, 622. 57
Factory cost, less value
of by-produets....... 800, 845.02 878,974.66 T14,044.27 | 4,957,720.18
Overhead or
trative charpes....... 71,162. 49 73,242.51 99,476.70 500, 736. 99
Taxes and insurance, 16,331. 46 28,306.14 28,675.83 144,812. 44
v O A 2,756,677.26 | 2,841,720.83 | 2,457,183.07 | 15,322,802.16
Bagsof sugar produced. 979,320 970, 400 787,418 5,114,831
Cost. R $2.81 £2.03 £3.12 "sd.00
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Statement of the American Beet Sugar Co—Cost of sugar jrom Apr. 1,
1906, to Mar. 31, 1915—Continued.

OXNARD FACTORY, OXNARD, CAL—continued.

1010-11 1911-12 1912-13 Total
OTHER EXPENSES.
Belling. ... .ovilsn et $631,620.81 §643,733.83 | £607,388.07 | $3, 486, 761. 50
mrtngt gz?tirioy?u bot‘- 17,540. 41 563. 20 18,561.30 402,839.20
Dﬁﬁnr?l?;imn: w 152, 050.94 158, 703. 47 137,314.94 | 1,010,649.72
Total eost to pro-
gfgogrmd mu 3,557,890.42 | 3,644,730.33 | 3,220,448.28 | 20,223,142.58
Total cost per bag to
produce and sell sugar 3.63 3.7 4,09 3.9
EALE OF SUGAR.
Gl:s?:mgsr m’pm . ‘mm 4,917,780.46 | 5,175,082.74 | 4,194,610.20 | 26,077,505.84
ke r:gei‘pmm]i)gl: bﬂs 5.03 5.34 4.95 5.10
N?;om susnt:sgl‘g.w. 1.40 1.58 .86 115

It will be seen that the actual net profit to the company,
as shown by this statement, the accuracy of which I have no
reason to doubt, taking all its plants into consideration, was
77 cents per bag of 100 pounds. As I have pointed out, the
conditions in Oxnard are more favorable than, perhaps, in any
other locality. There the net profit per bag was 86 cents.

Mr, President, I have included in my remarks a short extract
from some remarks of mine made in the Senate at an earlier
day, which I ask to be allowed to include without reading, as it
is already in the RECORD.

The VICE PRESIDENT. If there is no objection, the matter
will be included. The Chair hears none. i

The matter referred to is as follows:

“ Since this came into the Senate there has come into my
hands a printed pamphlet entitled “ Cost of Producing Sugar
in the United States, Germany, Austria-Hungary, Russia, and
Cuba.” The compilation is by Mr. Truman G, Palmer, who, as
is well known, has given great attention to this subject. In a
brief way I wish to call attention to some of the information
contained in the pamphlet.

“On page 6 this statement appears:

“ The average price paid to farmers for beets in the United States,
as given in the April issue of the Crop Reporter, issued by the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, was $5.50 per ton in 1911 and $5.82 per ton In
1912, Direct reports from 65 factories show an average rre‘ljght char
on bemdpaid by the factories of 43 cents Per m in 1911, 45 cents in
%91?.1.9:{2 41 cents per ton for agricultural expenses in 1011, 38 cents
or 2.

“Thus the average cost of beets lald down at the tactorg gates in the
United States was $6.34 per ton in 1911 and $6.65 in 1912.

“Then follows a tabulated statement of the farmers' receipts
for raw material. It shows that the farm price per ton of
2,000 pounds is, in the United States, $5.82; Russia, $3.90;
Austria-Hungary, $3.68; and Germany, $4.14; and the average
extraction of the beets is in favor of the European countries.
In the United States it is 274.57; it is 316.08 in Russia; in
Austria-Hungary, 315.20; in Germany, 328.30; and the average
farm cost of 100 pounds of sugar is, in the United States, $2.12;
in Russia, $1.23; in Austria-Hungary, $1.16; and in Ger-
many, $1.26,

“The table is as follows:

Farmers’ receipts for raw material.

A tates far
v es farm
Farm extraction | Average
aibee lof raw sugar)
PEL | per 2,000-
2,000-pound| PTG
ton of beets
1907-1911, | thebeet lo;etinother
countries.
Pounds.
£5.82 274,57 T L O
3.90 316.98 1.3 $£0.89
3.08 315.20 1.16 .06
4.14 328.30 1.26 .86

“In another table following this is another statement that
should be of interest in determining the question as to the
rate of tariff to be imposed upon sugar or whether it shall be
placed upon the free list. It gives the cost of beets per ton,
the average extraction of raw sugar per ton of beets from 1907

to 1911, the average cost of 100 pounds of raw sugar in the
beet, and the United States cost per hundred pounds of raw
sugar in the beet in excess of cost of other countries.
“The matter referred to is as follows:
Factory cost of raw material.

United
A States
Costof |ex n | Average el i
bee%vé&n ofraw | cost of 100 Igﬂ""‘m‘?’
2, sugar per | pounds of m_’ﬁ ?h.
pound tonof | raw sugar | 2rIn tho
ton. beets, | in the beet.i 0o B 2%
1907-1911. Tt el
countries.
UNITED STATES.
Average price paid farm-
g b U | e
Average freight paid by
fRctonies. . oot .
Average agricultural ex-
nse incurred by fac-
e e e .38 !
R — Pounds.
Total per ton.....ceeaamaeas $6.65 274.57 2.4 \.......... -
RUSSIA.
Average price paid for
bests in 911....1? ........
Assuming for freight as in
ARBIC S S e
Totalperton......ccvuuvn.e 4,10 316,98 1.29 $1.13
AUSTRIA-HUNGARY.
Bohemin, 1913 contract
rice at receiving sta-
T r A S e £3.68
Contract price delivered at
e w e DRI e R 3.88 315.20 L2 119
GERMANY.
Average cost, purchase
beets, 1004 10 1810........ $4.44
North Germany, average 1013
contract price purchase beets,
delivered at Inc&ry gates___.. .. 4.34 328.30 132 110

“Then follows another table, entitled ‘ Factory cost of raw
material by States.! This table very clearly shows the differ-
ence in the amount paid by the State of California as compared
with other States. The average cost of beets per ton laid down
at the factory is stated as follows: California, $7.29; Utah and
Idaho, $5.80; Colorado, $6.79; Michigan, $0.52; Ohio, Indiana,
Illinois, ind Wisconsin, $6.43; and other States, $6.64.

“The amount of raw sugar extracted per ton of beetg is in
California, 324.93; Utah and Idaho, 282.03; Colorado, 280.80;
Michigan, 263.37; Ohio and the other States named, 269.93; and
other States, 260.74.

“The cost per hundred pounds of extractable raw sugar in
the beet i§ in California, $2.24; Utah and Idaho, $2.05; Colo-
rado, $2.42; Michigan, $248; Ohio and the other States named,
$2.46; and other States grouped, $2.55, as shown by the follow-
ing table:

Factory cost of raw material by States.

Pounds of
sugar
extra::md
per ton
of beats,
1907-1911.1

SERRNE
wEHER8
Pt papofd
SRLBRR

! Based on 100 pounds of raw being equal to 90 pounds of refined sugar.

“There is another interesting table giving the gross return to
farmers per acre. Without reading the whole of it, it shows
returns in Russia per acre, at $3.90 per ton, $27.79; Austria-
Hungary, $3.68 per ton, $42.21; Germany, at $4.14 per ton,
I355.35: and the United States, at $5.82 per ton, $58.95, as fol-
OWS A

Graoss returns to farmers per acre.

Russia, 7.126 tons per acre, at $3.00 per ton

Austrla—i—lurégary 11.47 toms per acre, at $3.68 per ton
Germany, 13.37 tons per acre, at $4.14 per ton. ____.
United States, 10.13 tons per acre, at §0.82 per ton_
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“There is still another table that should be taken into account.
It shows the tons of beets per acre, the price paid, and the gross
returns per acre. It shows that California grows 10.37 tons per
acre; Utah and Idaho, 11.32; Colorado, 10.64; Michigan, 8.58;
Wisconsin, 10.02; and other States, 9.07.

“The price paid to the farmers per ton for beets in 1912 was:
California, $6.46; Utah and Idaho, $4.97; Colorado, $5.96;
Michigan, $5.69; Wisconsin, $5.60; and other States, $5.81, as
shown by the following table:

Price paid
Beots per | to farmers | Gross re-
acre, per ton for | turns per
1007-1911. ts acre.
1912,
10.37 $6. 46 £06.99
11.32 4.07 62.57
10. 64 5.96 3. 41
8.58 5.60 48,82
10.02 15.69 56.11
0.07 5.81 52.69

! Under new classification by Department of Agriculture this is the average price
paid in Wisconsin, Indiana, Ohio, and Illinois.

“ Tt will be seen, Mr. President, that in all these comparisons,
whether it relates to the subject of the amount of wages paid
or any other expenditure on the part of the beet growers them-
selves, California is paying higher prices than any other State
in the Union. It shows also, in comparison as between this
country and other countries, that the United States is paying
more for labor and other expense than any cother nation. It
appears that in the State of California the best wages and the
highest price for beets are paid, as compared with any other
loeality in the world.

“Then, coming down to the question of the cost of farm labor
in the beet fields of the United States, there is this statement:

* Cost of farm labor in the beet fields of the United States and In

nrope.
“The United States Department of Agriculture recently issued a
bulletin on the cost of farm labor in 1912, in which it was stated—

“Mr. President, it should be observed that this relates to
farm wages generally—

“ wages now, compared with the average of wages during the eighties,
are about 53 per cent higher; compared with the low year of 1804
wages now are about 65 per cent higher. The current average rate of
farm wages in the United States, when board is included, is—by the
month, $20.81; by the day, other than harvest, $1.14; at harvest, $1.54.
When board is not included the rate is—by the month, $29.58; by the
day, other than harvest, $1.47; by the day, at harvest, $1.81‘.

“That is the end of the quotation.

“An analysis of the labor figures as given in the March Crop Reporter
of the department shows that the average wage of day laborers on the
farms in the 16 sugar-beet States in 1912 was $2.45 at harvest time
and $1.95 at other seasons of the year.

“ 8o is will be seen that the average wage paid is far in excess
of the amount paid in Colorado, according to the statement of
the Senator from that State. Reading further from the pam-
phlet, it says:

“TFrom 76 direct reports received from the various beet-growing sec-
tions, 1 found that the average daily wage in the beet fields was $2.21;
the average daily earnings of pieceworkers, $3.25.

“A comparison of these wages with the wages pald in the beet flelds
of Europe is illuminating.

“The wage rate for agricnitural laborers in Poland is 26.2 cents per
day for men and 20.6 cents for women, while the German wage rate is
the highest to be found in the three great European beet-su(fa.r produc-
ing countries, Due to the introduction of sugar beets and the other
reot crops which followed and were introduced in the rotation, the
acreage yield of cereal crops in Germany has been more than doubled,
and instead of assisting emigration, because of inability to feed a popu-
lation of 30,000,000 people, Germany to-day, with a population of

, 000,000 ple, anpnually imports 800,000 seasonal workers to help
till her fields and .work in her shops.

“ Bixty-seven g)er cent of these workers come from certain provinces
of Russia and Austria, the other two great sugar-producing countries,
attracted by the higher wage which prevails in the German Empire.

“ Due to a semlofficial immigration burean and to strict passport re%\-
lations which prevent an emigrant from living in any portion of the
German Empire save the particular place for which he or she is booked,
the wage is fixed and regulated to a nicety. Of late, certain districts
of other countries which need workers have been bidding against
Germany.

“Then follows a statement showing the amount of wages paid
in European countries. In Germany it is 41.4 cents per day;
Denmark, 45.2 cents; Prague, 41.1 cents; Vienna, 41.1 cents;
Crakow, 421 cents; as to women, Germany, 36 cents; Denmark,
85.4 cents; Prague, 36.1 cents; Vienna, 36.9 cents; and Crakow,
38 cents.

“The statement is as follows:

“The director of the German labor bureau gives the following as the
standard wage when all allowances have been converted into money :
“For men.
“ Germany, 1 mark 74 pfennigs per day (41.4 cents U. 8.).
“ Denmark, 1 mark 90 pfennigs per day (45.2 cents U. 8.).

i* Vienna, 1 mark 73 pfennigs per day (41.1 cents 1. §,
*“ Crakow, 1 mark 77 pfennigs per dn';' 421 cents U. 8,
“For women.

* Germany, 1 mark 51 pfennigs per day (36 cents U. S.).
. Dmmari. 1 mark 49 pfennigs per day (35.4 cents T. S.)).
*“ Prague, 1 mark 52 pfennigs per day (30.1 cents 1, 8.),

“ Vienna, 1 mark 55 pfennigs per day (36.9 cents U. S‘}
* Crakow, 1 mark 60 pfennigs per day (38 cents U. 8.).

“ Mr. President, bearing upon this question of the employment
of foreign labor, I have here a letter from a resident of Oxnard,
Cal,, which I should like to read. The writer says:

* OxxARD, VENTURA COUNTY, CAL., April 2§, 1913.
“ Hon. Joux D. WoRKS,
“Senate Chamber, Washington, D. C.

“Dear Sir: In speaking of the sugar-beet business a correspondent
of the Los Angeles Tribune recently said: ‘If the grower, as a rule,
wonld employ American labor in the place of cheap Aslatic labor, he
would no doubt receive more sympathy from the consuming public.’

“Under ordinary clrcumstances a misleading statement like this
would pass uunoticed; but as the beet business Is still in its infancy
and yet is destined to play such an important part in our political and
business affairs, we should all tr{I to understand it aright. The fact
of the matter is that the sugar beets make so much ﬂgeld work that
there is scarcely sufficient ‘American labor’ to bring the erop up to
that stage where the ‘cheap Asiatic labor' is able to take hofd of it.
At this stage of the crop the call for labor is generally so urgent that
the farmer never thinks of asking any ciuestlons as to mationality or
color. All he thinks about Is getting his beets thinned and hoed or
topped, and he generally pays a first-class price, and if he gets even
second-class work he esteems himself more than lucky. If a person
wants to see *cheap labor’ they should never look in a beet fleld,
because it's not there. These * cheap laborers,” who top beets by the
ton, sometimes make from $5 to $7 In a day.

“ The sugar beet is really one of the most wonderful plants we pos-
sess, It makes more work, puts more money into circulation, and
brings more land under intensive cultivation than anything else we
grow. Suddenly eliminate this one erop from our fields and the wages
of farm labor would immediately fall, and upon the heels of labor
wonld fall the price of several of our farm Rroducts, And with stag-
natli?n in the country from whence would the cities draw their pros-
perity

“A beet farmer produces one crop but is a very large consumer of
several, among his heaviest items of expense being hay, grain, horses
or mules, farm implements. and labor.

1 feel that it is not only the duty of the Government to protect the
cultivation of the sugar beet, but that it would be showing the greatest
?tfisdom by fostering and encouraging this industry by every means in

8 pOwer.

“ Respectfully, yours, Joax EAsTwoOoD.

“There is left, however, the question as to whether the beet
growers in California are making exorbitant profits out of their
business. There is really no foundation for this statement,
except the testimony of Mr. Spreckels, as relating to one beet
factory alone, and his statement in that respect was pure hear-
say. He simply said that his father had told him so, and there
has been ample evidence produced at various times showing
the falsity of his statement as compared with that one factory.

“I want to call the attention of the Senate to a part of the
testimony that was given at the hearing of the Committee on
Finance of the Senate by Mr. Howard, who is president of the
Alameda Sugar Co., which I think will explain how this mistake,
if it was a mistake, came about. He says:

“It may be well at this point to explain the much-advertised and
{J&g?omenal dividend of 100 per cent declared by the Unlon Bugar Co. in

“At the end of 1910 the issued share capital was $1,265,000, and duar-
ing the previous 12 years of the company's existence there had accu-
mulated an undivided garplus of £1,440,101,57, not in cash but repre-
sented by property and e_;;ut ment.

“Of this amount, $607,678.65 was due partly to assessments paid
upon the stock and partly to profit on the sales of land which had
been leased with the privilege of purchase.

* Benator 8MooT. Pardon me. You say that seven hundred and some
odd thousand dollars _came from assessments?

“AMr. Howanp. §607,000 was partly due to assessments and partly
due to profits on the sales of land.

“ Benator 8M00T. What assessments were they?

“Mr. BaLrov. Two and a half dollars a share, three times; seven
and a half dollars a share were pald on those assessments.

* Benator SBMo00T, The assessments were made for what purpose?
To increase the capital stock or to provide for losses you had made?

“Mr. Howairp. It was not for the purpose of issning stock. The
assessments were made to pay for losses and new equipment.

* Benator SMooT. That is what I wanted to find out.

“Mr., HowArp, The soil was found to be too llght and sandy for
sugar beets, but admirably adapted for beans, which crop for several
successive years had commanded such high prices as to create a strong
demand for suitable land. Avwvailing ourselves of existing conditions, th
company exercised its ogtlon. subdivided and resold the land,
vested the proceeds in other localities, and credited the profits.

“ The balance of the surplus, $§832,422.42, was contributed during the
12—?@&1:' period by the sugar business.

“To comPensate the re owners for assessments, land and sugar
pmﬂts.t which had gone into propert{ investments, a stock dividend

o

“ Prague, 1 mark 73 pfennigs per day rl.l cents TJ. S.I.

rein-

equal the outstanding share capital as of December 81, 1910, was
declared and Hnl .

* But cash dividends had previously been Pald totaling $805,780, or
an average of nearly 75,006 per year, equal to nearl per cent per

annum on the outstan cnﬁluml on December 31, 1910.

“ If, then, we take the 583 ,422.42 contributed bg the sugar business
to the undivided profits, and which was capitalized by this stock divi-
dend, it will be found to average, during its 12 years of accumulation
$690,368.53 per lyear, which is equal to 5.5 per cent on the share capitnf
on December 31, 1910.
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“ 8o that instead of the carefully misrepresented dividend of 100 per
cent, we find an average dividend of the Union Bugar Co. resul 5
from its sugar business during the first 12 years of its existence o
6 per cent per annum in cash and 5% per cent in stock.

“ But, Mr. President, it is fair to say that the stock of the
company was practically worthless, as is suggested in the
testimony of Mr. Howard. It was found that the land in that
gection was not suitable to beet growing., They realized some
of their so-called profits by selling the land to be devoted to
other purposes, and this beet-sugar factory that is alleged to
have made profits to the extent of 100 per cent has gone out of
business because it could make no profits at all and the plant
itself has been dismantled.

“These comparative statements of cost of production, in-
cluding all the elements of cost, show that it would be utterly
impossible for our beet-sugar growers or manufacturers to
compete with the foreign producers. Maybe they could by
reducing wages to 40 cents a day and other items of expense
in dprnportion, but that our people would not and should not
endure.” &

Mr. WORKS. Now, Mr. President, if the reduction of the
tariff is going to reduce the price of sugar, some one, either
the beet growers, the wage earner, or the owner of the plant,
is going to lose the difference between the present price and the
reduced price brought about by such reduction. In the first
statement above the loss is imposed upon the manufacturer, and
it is very clearly shown that if this bill becomes a law and
the resulting loss accrues to the manufacturer his business will
be conducted at a loss and the industry totally destroyed. But
it does not follow that the manufacturer will allow himself to
bear all or any of the loss. He may escape it by imposing it
upon some one else, either by reducing the wages of his em-
ployees or by paying less for the beets he buys from the grower,
or both. But, sir, the net result will be the same in the end.
Wage earners can not be kept at wages less than they can ob-
tain elsewhere. They should not work for less than reasonable
wages in any event. If the beet grower can only make less
than he can realize from his land by devoting it to other erops
or other purposes, he will no longer raise sugar beets. If he
still holds on but is, by reason of the reduction in the tariff,
being deprived of fair compensation for his products, he is
unjustly treated by law. Any proposed reduction in the tariff
that would bring about such a result, affecting either the wage
earners or the farmer, is pernicious in its character and wholly
inexcusable. To me it is perfectly evident that with sugar on
the free list the sugar-beet industry in my State will be abso-
lutely destroyed.

It would result in a heavy and irretrievable loss not only to
the people engaged in and directly affected by the business, not
only to my State, but to the whole country. With sugar now
selling 20 pounds for a dollar this change in ‘he tariff will re-
sult in no material benefit to the consumer, but it will destroy
a great and growing industry without corresponding or adequate
benefits to any class of the people. Mr. President, I am not
going to base my conclusions on this important subject upon the
showing of the one company alope. I have procured other
statements covering the experience of other companies showing
the character and extent of their business, the amount of busi-
ness done and profits realized. I do not desire to burden the
Senate or encumber the Recorp with these statements, They
correspond very closely with the figures I have already sub-
mitted. To me they prove conclusively that if the tariff has
any Influence on the selling price 2 the manufactured articles
the business of making sugar in my State will be annihilated if
this bill becomes a law.

Mr. President, I am greatly concerned for the farmers and
laborers in California who are engaged in growing sugar beets.
As I have said before, they will undoubtedly be the first and
chief sufferers from such legislation as this, In the beginning
of the industry they received $4 a ton for their beets. The price
to them gradually increased from year to year until they are
now receiving six and sometimes and in some places, I am told,
as much as seven dollars a ton. They have prepared for this
kind of farming and thousands of acres of land are being culti-
vated in sugar beets and hundreds ¢f our people find employ-
ment in the beet-sugar fields. If the beet-sugar plants are
closed even temporarily, as they most certainly will be, it would
mean a great loss and a great injustice,

The advocates of free sugar, in the attempt to justify the de-
struction of this great industry in my State, make the singular
claim that by the growing of beets the farmers of the State have
largely increased the value of their lands. They seem to think
that when the farmer has increased the value of his land by
his own industry, thrift, and business sagacity the Government
may justly despoil him of the increase in the value of his prop-
erty thus legitimately brought about and at the same time de-
prive him of his means of living by taking away the tariff that

has enabled him to make better use of his land, increase the
value of the landed property of the country, add to the produc-
ing power of the Nation, and provide for himself and his family.

It is a peculiarly constituted mind that can see in this any
justification or excuse for establishing free trade in sugar.

Mr. President, this whole matter of land values in California
as compared with Eastern States is misunderstood. Land in my
State costs more, because of peculiar conditions that prevail
there that do not exist in the Eastern States. The climate is
semitropic. Generally sugar beets can not be grown success-
fully without irrigation.

The samee is true of citrus and other frults. Millions of
dollars of money have been expended in the State in acquiring
water necessary for irrigation and systems for storing and dis-
tributing water for use on the lands. So the California farmer
must expend more money, invest more capital, than an eastern
farmer in order to acquire title to his land and make it pro-
ductive. The amount paid for water rights and a distributiug
system is not only added to his investment but to the value of
his land. Without the water there is no great difference be-
tween the market value of land in California and the Eastern
States. He can grow the ordinary erops such as grain and the
like without irrigation, but on account of the lack of rainfall
ifnﬂthe summer season even these crops are uncertain and often
ail.

The importance of irrigation should be appreciated by Mem-
bers of this body when they think of the millions of dollars
being expended by the National Government for irrigation
works and the supply of water to western farms. And yet some
Senators seem to think that the western farmer should be
penalized and discriminated against because his land costs him
more than that of the eastern farmer. Such a doectrine is not
only unjust but it is absurd. The farmers of my State are
asking for no favors on account of the inereased cost of their
land as compared with eastern farmers, but they protest againsg
the use of this fact as an excuse for denying them their rights.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from California
yield to the Senator from Nebraska?

Mr. WORKS. I do.

Mr. NORRIS. Before the Senator leaves the subject of
sugar, I should like to inquire whether in the tables he is to
print in the REcorp he has any statistics except from California
factories?

Mr. WORKS. No; I have not, Mr. President, because as I
sald in the beginning I expected to confine my remarks to the in-
dustries of my own State. So I have not gone out of the State
for other information.

Mr. NORRIS. Has the Senator included any statistics in
regard to the production of sugar outside of California?

Mr. WORKS. I have not, for the same reason.

y OLIVES AND OLIVE OIL.

I come next, Mr. President, to consider the effect of the pro-
posed reduction of the tariff on olives and olive oil. It is
proposed to reduce the rate on olives in bottles or other pack-
ages containing less than five gallons from 25 to 15 cents a gal-
lon. The existing tariff on olives in bottles, and so forth, con-
taining less than five gallons is 25 cents, otherwise 15 cents,
The proposed rate is a strajght one of 15 cents. Under the
present law olive oil in bottles or other packages of a capacity
of less than five gallons is taxed 50 cents a gallon and other
oils 40 cents. The present bill proposes to reduce the rate on
smaller packages to 30 cents and shipments in larger quantities
to 20 cents per gallon. Of course, under the present bill it is an
easy matter to ship the oil in large quantities and bottle it in
packages of less than five gallons and thus escape the higher
rate. To what extent this was done, if at all, I do not know.
To put it in that way seems to be offering an unnecessary temp-
tation to frand and deceit. But the proposed law does not
remove this opportunity to take advantage of the domestic
producer in the way indicated so far as it affects imports in the
smaller gquantities. When it comes to sales within this country
90 per cent of them are made in the smaller packages that
would subject them to the higher tariff. Therefore, the effect
of the proposed change is to reduce the tariff on olive oil 20
cents on the gallon. Very forceful reasons why this should not
be done were presented by parties interested in the olive in-
dustry before the Committee on Ways and Means of the IHouse,
This is what was said on the subject on that occasion, including
certain tables submitted showing the condition of the trade,
the competition that must be met, and the probable effect of
reducing the tariff:

STATEMENT OF DR, L. J. HUFF, OF LOS ANGELES, CAL, OX THE SUBJECT
OF OLIVE OIL,

Dr., Hurr. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I have heem delegated b
the olive growers, nurserymen, and olive-oil manufacturers of Cali-
fornia to appear before you representing their interests in the matter
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of a proposed reduction in the tariff on olive oil of 20 cents per gallon.
We request that this duty be allowed to remain, as it s for hest
interests of those concerned; and we believe that after you have thor-
oughly examined our statement and investigated our conditions c{uu
wlll agree that to preserve that Industry the duty must be left Inta

The proposed reduction of 20 cents a gallon, as far as we can see,
will in no way reduce the cost of olive oil to the consumer, for this
reason : Ninety per cent of the olive oil sold to the consumer in the
United States is sold in bottles and small cans called sixes (6 to the
gallon) and contain 20 ounces of oll each. The average sel price
In the United Btates is B0 cents &er can or bottle. A reduction of 20
cents per gallon would be 3} cents per bottle. It is very obvious that
the retailer would not sell at 75 cents and lose 1% cents per bottle of
his lproﬂt. which gmﬁt is small enough at the present time, Nelther
would he make a T6§ cents price.

We claim that the proposed reduction on an average annual import
of 4,000,000 gallons, or $800,000, would go to the importer alone,
and the Government would lose this revenue and not help the con-
sumer, and work a very serlous hardshila on the olive-oll industry of
California. Twenty cents a gallon reduction on 4,000,000 gallons would
be a fine plum for the importer and abso!uteiy no benefit for the
consumer. The importer's argument has been that a 20-cent reduction
would increase the sale and thereby increase the revenue. If you will
follow the European markets, yon will find that all of the olive ofl
being manufactured is readily sold. and that each year the supply is
far below the demand, and especially so on the better grades of oil,
which come in competition with the California products.

There was Imported in the United States during the Iear endl:;?
June 30, 1912, 3,050.322,96 gallons of olive oil, valned at $4,335,204.25,
on which a duty of $1,525,161.58 was paid, a value of $1.42 per gallon,
This was In pack: containing less than & gallons. There was also
imported 1,709,923.67 gallons, valued at $1,729,401, on which a duty
of $683,080.44 was pald, a value of $1.01 per gallon. This was In

ckages larger than 5 gallons. There was also 702,565 gallons of

naturized oil, on which no duty was .

In 1908 we were represented here before the Ways and Means Com-
mittee, and at that time we asked that the duty be retained on olives
and ollve ofil, and it was. Note the result four years: With the
very small protection we have had we added 6,000 acres more 0115%3
and of the 12,000 acres then growing and 50 per cent bear[ngo—&
acres of these have come into bearing—we have planted 6,0 acres
more, making at the present time a total acreage in the State of
18,000 acres, from which we are securing at the present time 8,000 tons
for oil and 4,000 tons for pickles, a total of 12,000 tons. Four years
ago the average net Income was only $17 an acre. This year the aver-
:ge net income is $36.88 an acre—not a very large income, but still it

ows what we can do with protection to this industry, and all of this
would be lost if the duty on olive oil were removed, 1908 the olive
lndust? of California represented [000. To-day it represents
over $7,500,000. There are in California to 375,000 acres available
for olive trees, and, with proper protection, e time will come when
we can nearly supply our own country with oll and ollves.

The total cost of harvesting and delivering olives in Europe to the
factories rarely exceeds $7 per ton, while our cost is seldom under $20

ton,
pel“'rhe average cost of Californla ollve oll in the tanks 1s $1.85 per
gallon, and the average selling price Is $2 per gallon, giving the manu-

facturer a profit of 15 cents a gallon.

We use only the best sanitary mechanical methods for extracting oil,
while in Europe a large percen of the oil is extracted in the most
crude and fllthy manner imaginable, a large portion of it being done by
:hﬁt orcl&a;ﬂh& self, and in many instances with only the use of the

eet and hands.

Labor is a matter which enters largely into the California product.
The entire labor cost pertaining to all the olive Industry in Europe, in-
‘eluding field laborers, manufacturing laborers, office bhelp, etc., is $1.04
Pe;; dg;.nlu Cndlalrornh. including the same help as mentioned above,

t is $2. r "

Hereroforepethe b:;'-products have been more or less wasted. Now we
have started to extract from the pomace the foots oil. This oil is
what s termed mechanical oil, used to a large extent by soap factories
and silk manufacturers, and its extraction heretofore has ;)een done
only in foreign countries,

-Xnothar serious handicap that we have i3 the matter of freight
Olive oll can be laid down In New York or Chicago from Europe for
7% cents a gallon. It costs us 15 eents a gallon to deliver it to any

int from ver east, and 18 cents to 20 cents a gallon to deliver

t from California to what Is known as the Northwest; that is, through
Montana and Idaho. .

I have a detalled schedule here, which I will ask to have made a
part of my statement.

The schedule referred to by Dr. Huff is as follows:

% Average land value per acre, 9,000 acres of bearing ollve trees, all
varleties, ?250. Low value here caused by mountain and low land with
orchards not cultivated or properly taken eare of.

“Avyera r acre, 9,000 acres grow but not bearing,
$325. Higher value of land caused by quality of soll, higher state of
cultivation with water facilities.

“ Ave leld of olives %er acre in California, 1% tons. Low aver-
age yleld rought about by approximately 3,000 acres bearing, but
not yet under full state of ecultivation.

“ Average price received grower for three years, 1009-1912, 9,000
acres, oll ollves on trees, $2 r ton.

“ Average cost irrigation, cultivation, fertilization, and pruning,
18,000 acres bearing and not bearing, E(TS..':O per acre. Low average
mu?eﬂ b{eénrgo amount of early plnn{ acreage not being cultivated
or irr 4

b Néf. average receipts to grower per ton for oil olives, $13.50.

“ Average price received grower, 1909 to 1912, for plckling olives
on trees, $6 r ton. Forty per cent of all olives produced In State
are pickling ollves, balance oll olives.

# Net average receipts by grower for plcklin% ollves, $53.50 per ton.
;gsnt average receipts by grower for both oil and pickles per acre,

“ Average cost of picking, 9,000 acres, $17.50 per ton.

“ Average cost shilﬁplng expense ton, $3.50.

“ Net amount paid to grower for approximately 12,000 tons
duced in 1911, 2560, Of this tonnage, 4, tons were ph:m
representing 1,200,000 gallons and 8,000 tons of oll olives representing

280,000 gallons of oil

“ Average cost of manufacturing olive oil for three seasons,
including cost of fruit, manufacturing (not Ineclu !nﬁ gellin tzsenm
or other expense pertaining thereto), %1.85 per gallon. El on

annual output of five largest factories, 90,000 gallons per year.

“ Average cost of curing and canning ripe olives, including cost
frult Snot Including selling expense urpother expense . inh?é
thereto), $0.617 per Based on annual output of five largest
rar.:‘tories. 409‘9&8 Iiml:;. e ) e it
ve or labor field work, including farm h 1

D!E‘kil‘s.mgﬁ -I?alllgt‘rdﬂ e g elp and olive
verage pa or manufacturing, includin acking, shipping, -
mq: operating, and office help, $2.76 per dag.g . o OpIng, ‘well
Average pald for European labor, Including field labor where any
d, manufacturing plants, and shipping stations, $1.04 per day.

ers Italy, France, and Spaln, ggpra:imately 400 orchards and S50
mills. Average labor in Greece ls cents per day."
Average cost of manufacturing California olive oil for past 3 scasons

(1909, 1910, and 1911),

[Five factories.]

A Manufac-
it do- kgl ot ol i
yield of o per
ltt\;cet;dw:o per ton, | gallon of | Iabor, *| Taxes. | Repairs.
per ton. | Sallons. oil | material,
pressed. eto.
$46.18 34.4 £1.342 | $£0.3858 | $0.0001 $0.02
45.57 ar.0 1.231 . 256 .014 .05
45.00 o 1.323 - 200 .009 .48
136.73 105. 4 3. 806 9108 <0321 .118
- 45,58 35.13 1.200 . 3036 L0107 0303
Total
Other
cost, per | Gallons
Insur- | General | miscella-
Interest. | ance. |expenses.| meons 1‘%‘&’2 man'mum“.
EXPenses.| i tanks
$1.0245 75,000
1.848 y
1.779 110, 000
5. 5515 270, 000
1. 8505 90, 000
Average cost of pickling and canning California ripe olives for past
8 scasons (1909, 1910, and 1911),
[Per qguart case of 2 dozen.]
Cost of | Manufac-
s da. | g S
lim;i labor, "| Taxes. | Repairs. | Interest. Saicn)
s |
$1.570 | §1.312 | $0.0224 | $0.0403 | $£0.137 $0.0613
1.588 1.494 041 084 ATL .109
2.050 1.242 022 044 037
5.215 4.048 0854 L1778 . 408 2073
1.738 1.349 .0285 . 0501 .135 0601
. 280 225 - 0047 . 0008 . 0225 0115
Other mis- Total pack,
General Total cost Cases
cellansons 5 factories
expenses, expenses. percase, | packed. (cases)
$0. 187 0271 $3.368 36,120 75,000
a1 0159 3.955 an, 50, 000
7L .115 3.788 41,701 | 80, 000
. 669 L1580 11.100 99, 408 205,000
.23 .053 3.703 33,136 68,333
.087 . 009 . B1T 1198, 816 1400, 003
1In gallons.

After those interested in the reduction of the tariff had been
heard a further statement was made in behalf of the olive
growers, as follows:

'lell'[‘rm BTATES BENATE COMMITTEE AND COMMITTERE ON WAYS AND
BANS.
GENTLEMEYN : SBeveral statements were made b,‘vlndlvldun!s represent-
eastern tmporters who appeared before the Ways and AMeans Com-
ttee In January, 1913, and who were in favor of reduction in tariff on
ive oll. On page 218 of Tariff Schedule No. 2, published January T,
918, Mr. Zucca stated as follows:

“In my ogtnlon there is but one way to restrict the selling of com-
pound oil, which Is actually an adulterated food product, and that Is by
reducing the tariff on pure olive oil to a rate that will not yield any
profit by selllng a compound ofl.”

In answer to this I wish to state that under the laws of the United
Btates It Is 1 to sell a compound or an adulterated oil as olive
oil unless so marked, and it must marked *salad' or what It really
is, “ cottonseed oll.” Pure cottonseed oll i{s not adulterated, or a com-
pound oil, and can not in any way be compared with olive oll. Cotton-
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seed oil to-day is worth 524 cents a gallon and sells to the consumer
at 75 cents to $1 per gallon, while the average cost of olive oil to the
consumer to-day is $2.50 per gallon. Wherein would a reduction of 20
cents a gallon, as asked for, bear out Mr. Zucca's statement that it
would stop the selling of this compound or cottonseed oll?

On page 219, paragraph 2, Mr. Zucea says:

“The consumption of olive oil in the United States is 10,000,000
gallons. Four and a half million gallons come from Italy, France,
Spain, and Greece—800,000 gallons from California. The other 5,000,-
000 gallons which are sold are only compound cil. It is not bad oil
It is cottonseed oil.”

In answer to this I wish to state that statistics show that there were
imported into the United States last vear four and a half milllon gallons
of olive oll on which duty was paid. There were sold in the United
States 6,000,000 gallons of coftonseed oil. This cottonseed oil was not
sold as olive oll, but was branded * cooking oll,” * salad oil,” or * short-
ening,” and it in no way comes into the controversy im question.
Cottonseed oil is used largely in the manufacture of oleomargarine,
cooking compounds, and cheap salad oil, which goes to the poorer classes
of people, who, If the daty on elive oil was reduced 20 cents a gallon,
would not change from that cheap oil to olive oil, becanse they are buy-
ing this to-day, as stated above, at 75 cents to $1 a gallon, while the
lowest grade of ollve oll coming onto the market to-day is $1.65 a
gallon plus the brokers’ and the retailer's profit, which would bring the
approximate Frlce of this low grade of olive oil to §2 a gallon. If the
entire duty of 40 eents a gallon wns removed and the consumer were to
get all the advantage of this reductien it would mean $1.60 a gallon for
olive oil as against 75 cents to $1 which the poorer classes are now pay-
ing for what is termed salad oil or cottonseed oil. It does not stand to
reason that a reduction of 20 cents a gallon, or even 40 cents. is in
any way golng to benefit the elass of ple who use this 6,000,000 gal-
lons of cottonseed oll. It is not fair to the elive industry of California
#o _take cottonseed oil into consideration.

Mr. Zucca states that if you reduce the duty one-half, from 40 eents
%0 20 cents, they will have to drop this business in compound oil or they
will fail. If this is the case, then this is the strongest argument we
have In favor of home indust!’ty. If a reduction of 20 eents a gallon
on olive oil is going to drive the entire cottonseed-oil industry out of
the United States er, as Mr. Zucca says, make them all fail, then we
had better raise the duty on olive oil to protect cottonseed oil, regardless
of the California olive-oil industry. I will ask you, gentlemen, would
this compound oil be affected in any wag by a 20-cent cut? Compound
or cottonseed oil, which he refers to and which is sold fer 75 cents to
$1 per gallon as compared to the lowest price of olive oil at $2 a
gallon, would the poorer class of people, whomn they seem to want to
benefit, be benefited by this cut? “Would they pay=75 cents a gallon
more for olive oil than they are paying fer cottonseed oil because the

rice of olive oil had been reduced from $2 to $1.75 by a cut in the
arif? We thimk not. On page 219 Mr, HaRRISON, a member of the
Ways and Means Committee, says: “ I want to ask you a question: Is
it mot true that among the f’:‘]ple of Mediterranean birth, who live in
the big cities of the East, olive oil is a eommon substitute for butter ¥’
Mr. Zucea replied, * Yes ; and it is known as Italian butter among these
people,” Mr. HagRiSoN did pot ask Mr. Zucca what class of oil the
poorer class of people of Mediterranean birth used.

There are three grades of olive oil made in Kurope—one, two, and
thres pressing. No. 3 pressing never leaves that country. It is the
same to the rer people of Europe as cottonseed oil is to the masses
of the United States. And there is net enough of this low-grade oil in
Italy, France, Greece, and Spain for thelr own home consumption. Spain
alone consumes 6,000,000 gallons. This oil which they use there costs
40 cents to 50 cents a gallon, and then to supply their own wants they
have been com?elled to import cottonseed oil on account of the lack of
supply of this low-grade elive oil. The first pressing and second press-
ing are those that are exported and which are worth in Europe from
1 to ﬁ.sﬁ a gallon f. 9. b. Europe,

Mr. Needham asked this question :

" Do you think that if olive oil were put en the free list it wonld
reduce the price to the consumer?

Mr. . 8. Bright, on behglf of the Pompeian Co., of Washington, D. C.,
said in answer to this question: *“I do not really know whether it
would for a very long time.”

“ Mr. NeppHAM. Do you think it would reduce it for the present for
it would.

the moment?
“ Mr. BrigaT. 1 think probabl

“ Mr. NeepHAM. How much of the duty {s added to the price which
youn add to the price?

“ Mr. BrigHT. I can not answer that question. The sg‘g?ly varies so
that it is hard to tell. We keep our price fixed., We ribute it at
wholesale. The increased demand is such that individuals to whom we
distribute have been erasing the price that is printed on the package and
charging a hlgl}fr price for it.

“ Mr. Hi.L, How do you do that—keep your price at a fixed price
with a varying supply?

“ Mr. BrRiguT. The company hag done it up to this time.

“ Mr. HILL. You must make the priee high in the begloning, to
covc: all the shert supply, and then keep is up when the supply is
greater.

Kindly notice’ Mr. Bright's answer: * The time will come when the
price will have to be changed, if conditions are not changed in the
Emdnetion of olive oll on the other side. If we had several years of
ad season in the olive-growing countries, the price of olive oil—our
Prine—wou!d have to be put up. But we have been able to maintain
t largely because of the great quantities that we handle. We made a
great deal of money, to begin with. We did not make so much per
gallen, becanse the price has risen not guite 8 per cent in the past
five years.”

The above statement shows that there is no inereased production in
olive oil, and statistice prove that there has been only a slight in-

creased production in European countries in the last year. More olive
oil has n imporied into the United States during this time beeause
the American people will pay a higher price, and have paid a higher

price, than the Huropean countries were able to get in other directions,
where they heretofore shipped their oil. Statistics also shew that a
ﬁf“t deal of this low-grade olive oil that hag never left the eountry

s been fused with the first and second grade, and that a greater im-
portation of cottonseed oil from America has gone into the European
eountry to supply the wants of the poorer class, who demamd either an
olive oll or a substitute therefor.

In the face of this, how can these gentlemen argue that there will
be an increased use of olive oil under a decreased tariff, when, accord-
ing to their own statements and statements made by gentlemen who
have been abroad, the production of olive oll is naturally decreasing?

And how can they make a statement that a reduction of tariff will
decrease the cost of this olive oil to the poorer classes of 1>mgle.
when, by their own statements, they show that the present price within
a very short time must be advanced ?

Mr. Bright says that out of 4,400,000 gallons of oil that they im-
ported 500,000 gallons, and yet be further says that they are selling at
a fixed gr[ce. regardless of conditions of the European market, whether
it be a large supply or a small supply, and tkat they invariably keep
their price at a fixed list, and, from his knowledge of conditions, they
will have to raise the price. In the face of this gentleman's state-
ment, should the duty be taken off of olive oil. or, as he asks, n redune-
tion of half? Has he not virtually acknowledged that the{‘ expect to

ut in their pockets the reduction of 20 cents a gallon if such reduction
s allowed on 500,000 gallons, or $100,000, when he says, from his
knowledge of conditions, they will have to raise the price

If you wiH read carefully the proceedings before the Ways and Means
Committee, you will find that the actual reduction, if it went to the
consumer, would be 33 cents on every 00-eent bottle of pure olive oil.
In other words, if this product sold to the retail trade at 90 cents a
bottle, it would then sell for 86§ cents per bottle. With a reduction ef
3% cents on a 90-cent investment, are the conditions such that the
poorer class, who are using cottonseed oil, at 25 cents for the same
size Dottle, will make the change from this chen{: product to an
article that is going to cost them 86§ cents, because the duty has been
reduced by the tariff 33 cents? Or, in other words, are they golng to
substitute olive oil for cottonseed oll, when cottonseed oil is costing
them $1 a gallon, and under the proposed reduetion on olive oil it
will be reduced from $2 to $1.80, taking into comsideration that they
are going to take advantage of the eheaper oil? .

The average market prices to-day on olive oil imported into this coun-
try on quotations from New York brokers by various purchasers on the
FPacific const range from $1.85 to $2.50 f. o. b. New York, duty paid.
The lowest quotation that was able to find in New York City
or Chicago was a comgignment of Greek oil consisting of 3,000 gallons,
which oil was slightly off and wag offered at §1.50 f. . b. New Yerk.
Taking this as a basis, wonld the poorer class of people change from an
article that was costing them §1 to one that they could buy for $1.55,
provided their entire wants ecould be supplied? I think not.

TFhe natural cheap oil food for the Edropean eountries is peanut ofl,
cottonseed oil, and the low-grade olive oil, with the consamption fast
increasing in favor of cottonseed oil. The natural chea;
Amerlca is cottonseed oil, which is absolutely pure an
vegetable oil.

In all fair reasoning it looks as though this was simply a case of
paying the importer 20 cents, or whatever reduction in this tariff that
may be made, on every gallon of oil imported; and the same line of
reasoning may be carried out on olives. It absolutely, according to
their own statement, can not benefit in any way the eonsumer. They
ey themselves that the consumption Is increasing in America of pure
olive oil and that the European market is decreasing, in consequence
of which a reduction would net, according to thelr statements, increase
the quantity., Thereby the Government would be losing in revemue
and a great harm would be done an Industry in California which bids
fair, with preper protection, to be one of the greatest im the country.

There are in California to-day 18,080 acres of olive trees. Theke
are 250,000 acres suitable for olive eulture—cheap land whieh 1s not
suitable for oranges or lemons. There is at the present time invested
in California over $7,000,000 in the olive business. These are facts
and, I trust. worthy of your consideration.

Yours, very truly,

is an edible

W. 0. Jomxsox,
Chairman of the Olive Protective League of California.
Maincm 1, 1013,

Mr, President, these statements and the figures presented to
the committee show in this case, just as they do in every case
where our agricultural products come in confliet with foreign
growers, that the domestic industry is bound to be driven to
the wail unless it is protected to the extent of meeting the dif-
ference in cest of producing the given product and carrying it
to market here and abroad. This puts the domestic en an
equality with the foreign producer and brings abeut real and
fair competition. Nothing less than this will preserve our own
industries. Without it our domestic industries must inevitably
be destroyed if the tariff is of any use at all ether than to raise
revenue, If the effect of the reduction of the tariff is to reduce
the price of the commodity, and the price is so reduced that our
own people can not preduce and market if at a profit, then we
net only destroy our own industries, but we place ourselves
at the mercy of foreign importers over whom we have no
control.

The showing made as to this particular commodity is in part
that the cost of harvesting and delivering olives in Europe is
$7 a ton and $20, er nearly three times as much, in this
country. In Europe the wage is $1.04 a day and in this coun-
try $247, or considerably over twice as much. The freight
from Europe to the New York market is T4 cents a gallon and
from California 15 cents to any point from Denver east, and to
markets in the Northwest 18 to 20 cents a gallon, being twice
as much as the foreign importer pays. It is further shown that
the profit en olive oil per gallon is only 26 cents at prevailing
prices. It must be evident that with a reduction of the tariff to
30 cents a gallon, with such disadvantages on the part of
the domestic producer in eost of production and marketing, he
would be placed at the mercy of the foreign importer and driven
out of business. Again, I say it resolves itself into the question
whether it is wise or just to destroy or limit the progress and
advancement of our agrieultural industries with the hope of
serving the common good. If it is, then we should take the
independent and manly course and declare for free trade.

oil food for -
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ENGLISH WALNUTS,

Mr. President, this bill does not spare the walnut industry in
my State. It reduces the tariff on walnuts not shelled from
3 to 2 cents a pound and on shelled walnuts from 5 fo 4 cents.
This is simply a part of the general scheme to reduce tarifi
rates all along the line without regard, as I think, to the jus-
tice of it in the specific ease or the harm that is bound to be
done the particular industry affected, as compared to the bene-
fits to acerue as a result to the general public. Walnut growing
in California is conflned mainly to the four counties of Los
Angeles, Orange, Santa Barbara, and Ventura, all in the south-
ern part of the State.

Orange County reports 160,450 bearing trees and 92,725 non-
bearing trees: acreage, 6,412 bearing and 3,709 nonbearing.
Ventura County reports 168416 bearing trees and 14,934 non-
bearing trees; acreage, 6,736 bearing and 597 nonbearing. Santa
Barbara reports 35,800 bearing and 22,600 nonbearing trees,
and its acreage is 1.432 bearing and 904 nonbearing. The total

acreage planted is 85460. This is the table:
Trees. Acres.
Bearing, | NOIDOS:- | Bearing, | Nqnbear
310, 500 81,112 12,420 3,244
160, 450 2,725 6,418 3,700
168, 416 14,084 6,736 507
25, 800 22, 500 1,482 504

The raiging of the English walnut has also, as I understand,
been taken up in Oregon and has there assumed considerable
proportions, and this nut may be grown successfully in the
Southern States, as experiments in Texas have proven. It is
believed that there are not less than 5,000 additional acres
of land in California now under irrigation adapted to the
growing of walnuts. As showing the growth of the industry in
my State and the effect of tariff legislation upon it, I quote
from a brief of the walnut growers filed with the Ways and
Means Committee of the Honse in defense of the present tariff.
Spenking of the experiments made with different varieties of
the walnuts and the advancement and growth of the industry,
it is said:

To better illustrate these changes we will take Into consideration
the crops of certain years within these decades. The crop of 1885 was
625 tons, all hard-shell or misslon variety; the erop of 18082 was 1,250
tons, one half being hard shell, the other half being soft shell; the
crop of 1903 was 6,340 tons. one-fifth hard shell and four-fifths soft
ghell ; the erop of 1910, 10,000 tons, practically mo hard shell, about
100 tons of budded nuis, the remainder soft shell,

'l;htgy 8,600 acres of nonbearing orchards are largely of a budded
varlety.

These changes and advancements are costly in energy, time, and
expense, and further commercial development of the indusiry and the
maintenance of the present Importance are to a large degree dependent
upon the retention of the present tariff rate.

The tariff rate upon walnuots dates from August 5, 1861, when a rate
of 2 cents per pound was placed upon this commedity. This rate
continued for nearly three years, when it was increased fo 3 cents
per pound. at which fizure it continued, with the exception of from
August 27, 1894, to July 24, 1897. during which time it was at 2
cents per dpclmd. On July 24, 1807, the rate was made at 3 cents
per pound upon unshelled walnuts and 5 cents per pound upon
ghelled walnuts. Without %uestlon this protection has been one of the

rincipal reasons for the development of the Industry, and has also
geon one of considerable revenue to the Government. This is shown
by the following table of the duties paid into the United Biates Treasury
for the past five years:

Three conntrles of South Ameriea,
Brazil, and Uruguay, have a tariff upon walnuts runnlng from 14 cents

r pound to 2} cents ?er pound. veral countries of Euro ave a

rif rate upon walnuts running from one-sixth of a cent in Franee
to 2§ cents ;m- pound in Belgiom. England, with a free entry, takes
fully one-half of the entire exports from France.

The total production of the season of 1910 In California was
19,650,930 pounds. The number of bearing trees, from the report to
the State board by county assessors, was 675,168, Diviﬂlgg the output
in Rg““ds by the number of trees gives an average production per free
of 20+ pounds, For convenience we will use 30 pounds, Allowing 27
trees to an acre, each acre on this average produced 810 pounds—30
pounds by 27 equal 810.

namely, Argentine Republie,

The average price for the Inst 10 years f. 0. b. Californin for walnuts
has been $12.55 per hundredwelght, or 12.55 cents per pound. From
this price must be taken 7§ per cent pald the brokers for sellinz and
cash discount—&12.556 by T4 per cent equal $0.904; $12.55 minns $0.04

equal §11.61. Thus 810 pounds, or 8.1 hundredweight, will bring to
ihe grower $94.04—%£11.61 by 8.1 hundredweight equal $94.04.
Cents.
ez i
12,
1004 & 11 >
1905 s 13
1 R e e N e R e s R 11
1907 15
- e
=X = <11x8
1910 . 15
1911 14
Total 125.5
Average price for 10 years, 12.55 cents.
The following estimate of cost of production is given:
Total returns 5 $94. 04
Cultivation_ per nacre-— $20. 00
Water and Irrigation do___.. T.50
Pruning a0 1.00 .
Fevtiliaer .o & ——-do. 2, 00
Harvesting and marketing at 14 cents (810 pounﬂs)___q. 12,15
Taxes on lands, trees, and improvements, $500 at 2 per
cent rate 10. 00
Total expense 52.65
Average return per acre 41.39

Investment belng $750 and returns $41.39, the rate upon investment
equals $41.39 divided by $750 equals $0.055, or 5.5 per cent.

As to the number employed in the industry and the class of
people benefited by it, the brief has this to say:

There hans been shown to be in southerm Callfornia an approxi-
mation of 35,500 acres of land devoted to this industry. A very safe
average to the individual grower is 15 acres, from which average we
find that 1,800 individual farmers are sustained by walnut growing, and
that 550 additional are striving in expectation of returns from this
industry, making a total of 2,300 individual growers. These orchards
very largely are homes for the grower and his family. We can feel
safe in stating that at least 2,000 familles are dependent upon this
industry for a livellhood. With five persons to a family as an average,
it can seen that fully 10,000 people are deeply related to the suc-
cess of this industry. In addition to this there Is taken from the
gross returns large sums of money that are diverted into other branches
of Industry and trede. Due to the exigencies of harvest each farmer
must employ numerous persons to gather the erop during the months
of October and November; this cost for outside labor is estimated at
not less than 1 cent per 1Joon.um.‘. pon an output of 10,000 tons the
sum of $200.000 was in 1011 to outside labor, thus giving em-
ployment to 2,500 people at $2 per day for the average harvest season
of 40 days. Also the rallroad charges upon thia erop at the freight

1.40 per hundredwelght to Mississippl River points amount
to $280,000. In addition to thls, there iz a selling commission of T}
per cent paid for distribution, nmonntlnlg mﬁ this tonnage to mara
than $200,000. We find, therefore, that 10, Individuals are afforded
a living on the land alone and that $680,000 is paid out Into other
lines of industry as expense from a bearing acreage of 27,000 acres
in one sectlon of California. If all lines of farm produce conld be
made to provide per acre for as much employment and distribution
of wages throughont the United States the per caplta of returns from
farm labor would be greatly increased.

The following tables, coming from the same source, show the
foreign imports of walnuts:

Imports of walnuts into the United Slates. =
Years ending June 30—
Country of origin.
1903 1904 1905 1906 1007

Key in EUTOpe....
United Kingdom. ...

ERYPLovnennenn i T PR ey e | e ey YaE A
12,362,567 23,670,761 21, 654, 104 'Im,m.caa ,m.m:.m
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Imports of walnuts into the United States—Continued.

Jume to June, inclusive.

R, 047

ded). |21, 684, 1w|m,m,

From the above tables the following results of computations are
made :

Imported. | France. | Ttaly. ooy | prOtne

Tons. Percent. | Percent. | Percent. | Percent.
6,181 65 15 12 8
11,835 72 13 8 7
10,842 o 8 7 (]
458 s 1l L el 6
16, 268 88 i3 2 4
14,443 7 13 5 5
13,178 6 14 6 4
16, 820 76 it EER e e y g
- 78 v 1 e SRR SR I T e S

It ean be readily seen that the countrles importing walnuts Into the
United States to the largest extent are France and Italy.

The following table shows the amounts of nuts imported from all
countries for the years 1908 and 1910, inclusive, showing tonnage of
unshelled nuts and tonnage of shelled nuts, with the ave invoice
prices at foreign ports of shipment. It also includes the duty paid to
the United States Treasury Department.

(Taken from the Yearly Bbegwrts of Commerce and Navigation of the
United States, 1907, 1908, 1909, 1910, Tables 15 and 16, 1911.)

i Corre-
verage ﬂ‘pﬂﬂd’:ﬂg
Tons. Value. price, Duty. ad va-
invoice. lorem
duty.
1905 (reported June 30
1907): ; Per cent.
Unshelled.......... 11,518+ ($1,409,422.01 | $0.085 | $691,000.37 | 46.37+
Bhelled. ..ccoo.....| 3,500+ | 1,163,409.00 .162 250,900, 30 30. 944
Tl eci i iasnivavib Ao BT | e P L OB, 00870 |
lsli'n;szpormd June 30,
Unshelled.......... 10,719 | 1,530,649. 66 071 | 642,835.58 | 41,09
Shelled. ...........| 8,539 [1,180,765.30 166 | 354,947.92 |  30.06
Potali oo oan s ciiiiessnes]| [TILA406 | ocoocn| 00T, TRRB0 | oee e
’islilamgrepurtm June 30,
Unshelled...........| 8716+ |1,083,792.21 062 | 522,045.88 | 48.25
T 4,302+ | 1,322,560.00 J151 | 439,005.43 | 33.2
Total. vl il 2,408,352.21 |...ooeen|  962,041.31 |..oooo.o.
laglglgrepoﬁad June 30,
Unshelled..........| 11,639+ | 1,545,107. 34 .006 | ©68,000.23 | 43.24
Shelled. . ..........| 5,481+ |1,851,408.75 .169 | 548,049.40 [ 29.8
Total: L, oo LT 3,306,606.00 |.......... 1,21848.63 |......ccne
191131?599011& June 30,
Unshelled. .........| 10,573+ | 1,680,301.35 .079 | 634,383.50 | 37.75
Shelled. .. 2 2,555, 465. 00 227 | 562,202.73 | 22
T Eel s B 4,235,766.35 |...cuvnnn. 1,196,586.73 |......onne

These facts show, Mr. President, that foreign competition in
walnuts is sharp and aggressive. The same elements of dif-
ference in wages, freight, and other items, making up the cost

of production and carrying to market, exist here as in the case
of lemons and other California products. So, in this case, as

in the others, it is the very simple question of destroying a-

home industry and giving ourselves over to the foreign pro-
ducers. If it is believed that such a course will most benefit
this ecountry in the end, and that belief is justified, then this
legislation may be defended. It is the gquestion of sacrificing
the few for the benefit of the many. Undoubtedly that Is
justifiable if the many are certainly going to be benefited in a
degree sufficient to warrant the sacrifice of this important and
growing industry, make the large sums of money invested in
walnut growing a useless waste, and turn thousands of people
out of employment.

But does anybody believe that this reduction in the tariff on
walnuts, that will take away the profits of the growers in my
State, deprive them of their means of subsistence and ail in-
centive to extend the industry, thus adding to the prosperity of
the country, will be compensated by benefits to others that can
justify this crying injustice to the domestie walnut growers?

Mr. President, I do not believe it. I do not believe anybody
else will believe it when they consider conscientiously and dis-
passionately the cold and unalterable facts.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Mr, President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from California .

¥yield to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. WORKS. I do.

Mr, SUTHERLAND. Before the Senator passes from his
discussion of the duty on walnuts, can he tell us at what age
the trees become bearing?

Mr. WORKS. No; I am not able to state exacily, but I
think it iIs later than in the case of the lemon or the orange.
They are trees of slow growth.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. It is a matter of several years?

Mr. WORKS. Yes.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. And in the meantime the man who
engages in the business must carry his initial Investment with-
out any return whatever upon it?

Mr. WORKS. Yes; certainly.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. The Senator called attention to the
number of acres that are in bearing trees, and the number of
acres of nonbearing trees. I presume all of the nonbearing
trees in the course of a few years will become bearing?

Mr. WORKS. They will not bear until several years have
elapsed. Of course, meantime that is purely idle capital that is
making nothing.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Yes.

Mr. WORKS. Mr. President, I have taken up only a few of
the indusiries of my State that will be affected by the proposed
changes in the tariff. I could not in justice to Senators consume
their time or delay final action on the bill by taking up all of
them in detail.

The framers of this bill have allowed none of the important
industries of my State to escape. Almonds not shelled are re-
duced from 4 to 3 cents, olives under existing law are taxed
25 cents per gallon in bottles containing less than 5 gallons,
and 15 cents in larger quantities. This bill imposes a tariff
of 15 ceénts straight, thus allowing the higher qualities of this
product shipped in bottles to eome in for the same duty as the
lower shipped in bulk. Olive oil, “ not specially provided for,”
is reduced from 40 to 20 cents per gallon, and in bottles of
capacity of less than 5 gallons from 50 to 30 cents per gallon;
pineapples in bulk are reduced from $8 to $5 per 1,000; prunes
from 2 cents to 1 cent a pound; raisins from 2% to 2 cents a
pound ; walnuts, not shelled, from 3 cents to 2 cents, and shelled
from 5 cents to 4 cents a pound; lemons from 1} cents to 0.38
cent a pound; oranges, olives, and grapefruit from 1 to 3 cent
a pound; tungsten-bearing ores, raw wool and wool wastes,
and leather band, bend or belting, rough leather, and sole
leather, and so forth, are placed on the free list.

Mr. President, every one of these are California products and
enterprises. If this wholesale reduction of tariffs on these
important products of the State are carried through, with the
disaster that is bound to follow to some of the most important
of them, the people of California must ever hold the Demo-
cratic Party in grateful remembrance. Doubtless some of them
will turn the other cheek, but most of them who can distin-
guish between right and wrong and are not blinded by sub-
missive and unquestioning partisanship will resent this unjust
encroachment on their existing condition of prosperity and con-
tentment in a way that can not be misunderstood.

EXECUTIVE CONTROL OF LEGISLATION.

Mr. President, there is another phase of the guestion that,
to my mind, is more serious and threatening than the enact-
ment of an ill-advigsed and injurious tariff law. It is the influ-

ence of the executive branch of the Government and the secret
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caucus on the framing and enactment of the laws of the country.
I have had reason to express my views upon this question on
another occasion and under another administration. I bhad
hoped that there would be no occasion to refer fo it again. My
disposition to condemn such influence as affecting the conduct
of public affairs is not founded upon any jealousy, as a Member
of this body, of the encroachments of the executive upon the
legislative branch of the Government. That is a matter of
small moment, as it affects the individual Members of this body.
It goes far deeper than that. It affects the integrity of any
law Congress may enact and may be the stepping-stone to a
conflict between these two important departments of the Govern-
ment and some time imperil the free institutions of the Republie.

I do not believe, Mr. President, that if it were not for the
inflnence of the executive branch of the Government, directed
at the lawmaking power, and the coercive effect of the secret
political caycus, the passage of this bill through either branch
of Congress would have been possible. I take it for granted it
will pass this body substantially as it was framed in advance.
This, if newspaper accounts are to be credited, was done by a
committee of Democrats and a Democratic President, or with
the mutual agreement or concurrence of the two. It has been
asserted and has been very generally believed that the Presi-
dent insisted that certain provisions should go into the bill and
that other of its provisions are a compromise of views as be-
tween the President and Democratic members of the committee
and the Democratic caucus. So, in any comments I may make
on this phase of the guestion I will assume that the President
of the United States aided in framing the bill and is using his
powerful influence to have it passed in the form approved by
him and known to have his approval. Added to this comes the
political caucus that adopts the bill in the form desired by the
President. The bill, as thus indorsed, is not satisfactory to
many even of the dominant party. Its adoption and support
by the majority party is the result of presidential and caucus
jnfluence combined, The President lets it be known that he
desires the passage of the bill. The party leaders, in caucus,
insist that this is an administration measure and that Demo-
crats must stand by the administration and this secures its
adoption in caucus. That is one step. Then, when the bill
comes up for consideration it is insisted that it was agreed upon
in caucus and is a party measure and Democrats must stand
by the party. And they do. It is not a matter of individual
congcience, reason, or judgment. A man under oath must
forego his own conscientious convictions and judgment® and
vote with his party or come inte disfavor and be branded as an
apostate and betrayer of his party. The President commits
himself beyond recall to a bill not yet introduced and without
having heard the presentation of their views by the legislative
represeniatives of the States where vital interests and impor-
tant industries are to be affected by it.

Thus we have a bill agreed upon and marked for final passage
upon consideration only by a few men of one party, concurred
in by the President acting with representatives of this one
This comes in part from the pernicious doctrine that
the President is the leader of his party instead of, or as well
as, the President of the whole people. The two are utterly
inconsistent when it comes to the making of laws. Having
committed himself to the measure in advance, we hear of the
remarkable spectacle of distinguished Members of this body
of his own party going to the White House and pleading with
the President of the United States to consent that Congress may
so modify the bill as to afford some protection to one of the
great industries of their States.

Let us not delude ourselves by declaring that the Iresident
is an American citizen; that as such he has the same right to
assert and maintain his views as has any other citizen. It is
not the man or the citizen, Woodrow Wilson, that speaks,
however potent or persuasive his personal influence as a mere
citizen might be that is brought to bear here. It is the great
office of President of the United States that asserts and main-
tains—even commands—that this bill shall pass. No one
doubts that the President is actuated by the purest motives,
the highest sense of duty, and the most lofty patriotism. But
we can not conceal from ourselves that this great power to
mold and fashion legislation and coerce its enactment may
sometime fall into unworthy, unpatriotic, even treasonable

hands, and, if it does, revolution may follow and this beneficent
Government of ours be disrupted. We may say such an outcome
is impossible; that our people are not subject to wild and un-
governable passion, and the foundations of government are too
solid and enduring to be shaken, and the patriofism of the
people of the Nation too sincere and earnest to be subject to
the temptations of gain by treason and revolution.

But, sir, we had our Civil War. Some of us still hold in
memory the horrors of that time, the lives that were lost, the
homes made desolate, the tears and anguish of the mothers and
wives whose husbands and sons were lost in that sanguinary
conflict, the ecruel destruction of property, the broken and
maimed—some of whom are still with us—and the bitterness
and hatred it engendered, some of which still remains. TLet us
hope it may be far distant; let us hope and believe it may never
come; but the time may come when this great power in the
executive department to rule and control Congress—a power not
given by law and wholly illegitimate, but established by the
silent and unaunthorized acquiescence of the people and their
lawful representatives—may bring the institutions of this Ile-
publie, the greatest and most beneficent government on earth,
into deadly peril and to possible overthrow. Typical of the
sentiment that upholds this change of the relations of the Ex-
ecutive and legislative departments of government is the fol-
lowing from a well-known newspaper correspondent, published
lately in one of the leading journals of the country:

It Is typical, not only of the chan relations existing between the
President and Congress, but also of the greater place the President now
occupies as the direct representative of the people, that he insisted upon
h1ia right to take part in tarif making. hether for good or evil, the
Constitution has been amended by the people themselves, and not
through the machinery of convention or the legislatures,

L] * L -

The position in which the President has been placed by the silent
revision of the Constitution is this: The President must be able to
formulate a policy, and havlnig formulated it he must make Congress
cxecute It: if Congress is rebellious, the duty of the President is to put
down rebellion ; if force Is necessary, he must obtain it as he woulc? a
volunteer army required to quell insurrection—that is, by an appeal to
the Peopla to come forward and do service, If Congress is mutinous
the I’resident has only to s.gpe:tl to the people to be sustained, and the
support will not be withheld if what the President advocates has popu-
lar approval. Congress doecs not dare contumaciously to oppose the
President, unless it feels very sure that the people are with it rather
than with the President.

So in the estimation of this well-informed writer the people
have so amended the Constitution as to vest in the President the
power to coerce Congress to do his bidding and to eall upon
the people to support him if Congress proves to be independent
enough to do its duty as it sees it in spite of executive influ-
ence. The specious and insidious plea is made in justification
of this usurpation of power that the people are supreme, that
they made the Constitution and it is theirs, and that therefore
they may change, modify, and construe it at will. Concurrent
with this is the claim that the people may, in any form they
choose to adopt, irrespective of and without regard to the provi-
glons of the Constitution, override, modify, or reverse the deci-
sions of the courts, and coupled with it is a growing suspicion
of and want of confidence in the courts and disrespect for their
decisions most alarming in its tendencies. Unfortunately we
have weak and, on rare occasions, corrupt judges. But as a
body they are as pure, high-minded, and patriotic as any class
of citizens or any department of the Government. Their duties,
obligations, and responsibilities are fixed and imposed by the
Constitution. They can not be taken away by indirection or the
destruction of the public confidence in that important arm of
the Government.

The tendency of latter-day politics is to exalt the executive
at the expense of the legislative and judicial power of the Gov-
ernment and make the President the master and ruler of them
all and the master and not the servant of the whole people. It
is an unwarranted and dangerous tendency. Every public of-
ficial, however exalted, is only the servant of the people and
should at all times be subject to their eontfrol and subservient
to their will in conformity to the Constitution and laws of the
country ; and each department of the Government, if its institu-
tions are to be preserved, must be kept within the limitations
of its powers as fixed by the Constitution. When the people
desire to change this just distribution and limitations of the
powers of the several, or any of the departments, it must, if the
Government is to stand, be done by amendment of the Constitu-
tion in the manner provided by law, and not by mere public
sentiment, however expressed. The Constitution can not be
amended, varied, or construed by public sentimenf, except as
that sentiment is erystallized and formulated in the manner pro-
vided by law and written into the Constitution itself.

Mr. President, if this bill is passed it will not he by the
willing and voluntary consent of a majority of this body. It
will be the result. in part, of outside influences that should
never enter into the deliberations or aets of Congress. The
Constitution provides:

All legislative powers herein granted shall be vested in a Congress

of the Unlted States, whizh shall consist of a Benate and Ilouse of
Representatives. : v
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That instrument further provides that * the executive power
shall be vested in the President of the United States of
America.” The President is also made Commander in Chief
of the Army and Navy. It is further provided:

He shall from time to time give to the Congress information of the |

state of the Union, and recommend to their consideration such meas-
ures as he shall judge necessary and expedient.

This is the only power vested in the President in respect of
the making of laws. There is no warrant in the Constitution
for his participation in the formation or passage of laws or the
exercise of any influence on legislation beyond that of recom-
mending to the consideration of the lawmaking power such
measures as he shall judge necessary or expedient. In additien
to this he is given the power to restrain the enactment of laws
that he believes should not be enacted, by the veto power. But
his veto is not conclusive. The bill may be passed by a two-
thirds vote notwithstanding his veto. This is the extent of his
power to act upon or influence legislation. To go beyond it is
to exceed his eonstitutional powers and to infringe upon the
very spirit of that great instrument

I am glad to be strongly supported in my views on this im-
portant suobject by a plank in the platform of the Democratic
Party. In 1904 that party made this very proper and com-
mendable declaration of principles:

EXECETIVE USURPATION..

We favor the nominatiom and eleetion of a President Imbued with
the principles of the Constitution who will aet his face sternly against
Executive usurpation of legislative and judieial funetions, whether that
usurpation be veiled uwnder the guise of Executive construetion of
existing laws or whether it take refuge in the tyrant’s plea of neees-
sity or superior wisdom.

The practiecable application of this patriotic declaration was
never more needed than right now.

Mr. President, I have approached this subject with relue-
tance and purely from a sense of duty. I expressed similar
views during the last administration. I have the greatest re-
spect and esteem for the present incumbent of the great office
of President of the United States, as I had also for his prede-
ecessor in office. I believe in the integrity and sincerity of his
purpose to serve the people and the country to their very best
interests. But, sir, this can not deter me from expressing my
views on a question so serious and far-reaching in its conse-
quences. It makes the situation only the more alarming that
one of such high ideals and patriotic purposes sheould do any-
thing that can reasonably be construed to be a usurpation of
power or an infringement of the Constitution that may some-
time be appealed to as a precedent by one less conscientious
and patriotic.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the roll

The Secretary called the roll, and the following Senators an-
swered to their names:

Ashurst Gronna Martine, N. J. Smith, Aris.
Bacon .Hitcheock Norris Smith, Ga.
Eankhead Holls Oliver Smith, 8. C.
Borah Hughes Page moot
Bradley James Perkins Sterling
Bra Johnson, Me. Pittman Stone
Brandegee Johnston, Ala. Poindexter Sutherland
Bristow Jones Pomerene Thomas
Bryan Kenyon Ransdell Thompson
Eurton Kern Robinson Thornton
Catron La Follette Sanlsbury Tillman
Clark, “{o Lane Shafroth Townsend
Crawfo Lea Sheppard Vardaman
D'll llnghm Lewis Sherman Warren
Llpﬂtt Shields Weeks
Gaiiinger MeLean Bhively Williams
Gofl Martin, Va. Simmaeons Works

Mr. TOWNSEND. The senior Senator from Michigan [Mr.
SarrtH] is absent from the city on business. He is paired with
the junior Senator from Missouri [Mr. Reep]. I desire this
announcement to stand on all votes to-day.

Mr. BRYAN. I desire to announce that my cellengue [Mr.
Frercuer] is absent on public business,

Mr. GALLINGER. I will announce the absence of the junior
Senator from Maine [Mr. BurreieH] on account of iliness,
and will not repeat the announcement during the present legis-
lative day.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Sixty-eight Senators have answered
to the roll call. There is a quorum present.

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President, there is no Senator 011
this side of the Chamber prepared to continue the general dis-
cussion of the bill. I will ask the Senator from North Carolina
if any Senator on that side of the Chamber is ready to
proceed?

Mr. SIMMONS. There is no Senator on this side of the
Chamber who is prepared to make a set speech to-day. We

are, therefore, ready to take up the schedules of the blll Mr.
President.

Mr., GALLINGER. Then I think the reading ef the bill had
better be continued.

Mr. SIMMONS. I ask that the Secretary proceed with the
reading of the bill.

The VICE PRESIDENT. There being no abjection, the Sec-
retary will resume the reudlng of the bill.

The Secretary resumed the reading of the bill, beginning
on page 9, paragraph 37.

taT:?_ VICE PRESIDENT. The pending amendment will be
stat

The SecrErTArRY. On page 9 paragraph 37, line 18, after the
first word “ gums,” it is proposed by the Committee on Finance
to insert the words ‘“ not specially provided for in this section.”
Mr. Smoor has moved, as an amendment to paragraph 37, line
17, after the word “gums,” to strike out the words “ amber
and amberoid, unmanufactured, or crude gum, not specially
provided for in this section, §1 per pound.”

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment proposed by the committee.

Mr. GALLINGER. No; the question is on the amendment to
gie al;uendment proposed by the Senator from Utah [Mr.
MOOT].

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair rules that the com-

mittee have the right of perfection before the amendment, which

takes in the first clause of the paragraph. The question is on

agreeing to the amendment as proposed by the committee. Is
there objeection? The Chair hears none, and the amendment

is agreed to. Now the question is on the amendment proposed

by the Senator from Utah.

The amendment was rejected.

The reading of the bill was resumed, beginning in line 19, of
the same paragraph, as follows:

Arable, or senegal, cent and; cam g 5
cent per peund; egmp or, reﬂgdp:nd synthea%?r 5 cg;dt; ge';mprgénd{

Mr. BURTON. I move in lines 19 and 20, to strike out the
words “ camphor, crude, natural, 1 cent per pound.”

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment proposed by the
Senator from Ohio will be stated.

The SECRETARY. On page 9, in paragraph 37, lines 19 and 20,
it is proposed to strike out the words “ camphor, crude, natural,
1 cent per pound.”

Mr. BURTON. Mr. President, this provision is an illustra-
tion of the policy adopted in this bill relating to numerous
items. This is an article which in its erude form is not manu-
factured in this country. It has been the general policy in our
tariff legislation for years to exempt that class of products
from duty and to impose duties on the manufactured produect;
and I may say, Mr. President, that is in aceordance with the
policy of almost every advanced country.

Crude camphor is not found in the United States. Several
years since the Agricultural Department reported that there
was a prospect of providing it in the State of Florida, but I
think the experiments have not proved successful. Under the
existing tariff law crude camphor is free from duty, while the
refined carries a duty of 6 cents a pound. It is proposed in
the pending bill to reduce the duty on the refined camphor from
6 cents to 5 cents a pound and to impose a duty of 1 cent per
pound on the crude article.

This is not a luxury, but it is an article in very common use,
and one which is very largely consumed. It is especially de-
sirable that it be made in this country, so that under regula-
tions relating to purity and quality the manufactured article
should be under inspection, so that we may know whether it is
good or bad.

There is another feature of special application here. There
is one country that has a practical monopoly of the supply of
camphor. The value of camphor exported from Japan in the
year 1911 was $1,570,000. The value of that exported from
Formosa, a dependency of Japan, was $1,750,000. Crude cam-
phor is.a Government meonopoly, and it is possible by official
action to determine the price at which it will be sold.

Mr. President, a diminishing of the protective duty will tend
to destroy—ocertainly very seriously to hamper—the refining of
camphor in this couniry. No good purpose can be subserved by
g0 diminishing the duty. It will not only injure the industry,
but it will deprive us of the opportunity to ascerfain whether
the quality is good or not and to transfer the manufacture to
the country in which the crude article is obtained.

I may say that according to the statistics it wonld seem
that we are far and away the largest consumers of eamphor;
that we consume probably one-sixth, and possibly one-fifth, of
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the supply of the whole world, and I wish to enter my decided
protest against this change in duties.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Ohio yield
to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. BURTON. Certainly.

Mr. BORAH. Do I understand that the effect of the change
in this bill is to reduce the duty on the manufactured product
and place a duty upon the raw material?

Mr. BURTON. That is right. The present duty on the
manufactured product is 6 cents a pound. This bill proposes to
reduce it to 5 cents a pound. There is now no duty on the
crude eamphor ; but this bill imposes a duty of a cent a pound on
that article.

Mr. BORAH. Well, what would be the effect of the change
which the Senator from Ohio proposes?

Mr. BURTON. It would be to strike out the duty on crude
camphor and leave the duty on the refined camphor, as it is
here, it being the policy of the bill to make reductions.
Whether or not I agree with that, I think the manufacturers
ought to stand the reduction from 6 cents a pound fo 5 cents a

ound.
’ Mr. BORAH, In other words, the effect of the Senator's
amendment would be to take the tax off the raw material?

Mr. BURTON. To remove the tax from the raw material;
and I take it we will be compelled to acquiesce in the reduction
of the duty on the refined.

Mr. BRISTOW. Let me inquire of the Senator, Mr. Presi-
dent, would it not be beiter to have a duty of 4 cents a pound
on the refined article and make the crude camphor free than to
have a cent a pound on the crude and 5 cents on the refined?

Mr. BURTON. As a trade proposition, I should think it
would be: but I do not wish to take the responsibility of sug-
gesting reductions on manufactured products where the pro-
tective quality is taken away.

AMr, BRISTOW. What is the ad valorem rate on the refined?

Mr. BURTON. On refined camphor the duty, according to
the values last year, was 16.1 per cent.

Mr, BRISTOW. Yes; it is not an excessive duty at all.

Mpr. BURTON. That is on a basis of 6 cents. The rednction
to the rate proposed in this bill would make it 13.64 per cent.

Mr. BRISTOW. That is on a basis of 5 cents.

Mr. BURTON. Yes.

Mr. BORAH., Is this a raw material that is produced in
this country?

Mr. BURTON. Not at all; as I stated a few mements ago.

Mr. BORAH. Then, I suppose a duty was put on as a reve-
nue proposition.

Mr. BURTON. Strietly; and I want to repeat what I said a
fow moments ago, that I know of no country which has a well-
adjusted tariff system that imposes duties on the raw material
of this nature produced outside of the country. It is a class of
duties which the whole tendency of tariff legislation has been
against.

Mr. BORAH. In other words, however, it is a recognition
on a small scale of the doctrine of free raw materials for which
the Senator is contending. :

Mr. BURTON. Yes; free raw materials where the raw ma-
terial is not produced in this country. That is as far as it
goes in this particular case.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, there is one other point to
which I desire to call the Senator’s attention in relation to
crude camphor. As the Sendtor from Ohio has said, it is
absolutely under the control of the Japanese Government. The
Japanese Government puts the price just high enough so that
synthetic camphor can not be manufactured to take the place
of the natural ecamphor. In other words, Germany manu-
factures synthetic camphor. If the Japanese Government
raises the price above what synthetic camphor can be made
for, then, of course, this country could import the synthetic
eamphor, which is just as good as the crude eamphor; but if
we put 1 cent a pound duty upon the crude camphor, the
Japanese Government will immediately add that 1 cent-a pound
to the price of all the crude camphor that comes into this
country.

Mr. BORAH. And if we take that 1 cent off the raw material,
it is just that much more protection to the manufacturer.

Mr. SMOOT. That is true.

Mr. BORAH. So it is about six one way and half a dozen
the other.

Mr. SMOOT. That is if fhe 1 céent is not added to the price.
1 wish to say now that these who import eamphor have always
to enter into the contract to do so at least a year ahead, and
the Japanese Government has already given notice that in the

contracts that are to be made this coming year, if a duty is
imposed upon crude camphor, an additional charge to cover
that duty will be added to the price gquoted to-day. So the
Senator from Idaho can plainly see that the manufacturer in

+| this country is not going to receive any advantage, but that

if we put 1 cent a pound on crude eamphor, the Japanese Goy-
ernment will get an increased price to that amount. Under the
estimated importations, 1 cent a pound will amount to $23.000.
In other words, if a duty of 1 cent a pound is put upon camphor,
the Japanese Government will receive $23,000 additional.

Mr. BRISTOW. Mr. President, referring to the discussion
last night in regard to the duty on potato dextrine, I desire to
inguire of the Senator from Maine why the duty is maintained
on potato starch and dextrine made from potato starch. Why
are they not put on the free list?

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. Mr. President, I am willing to
answer the Senator's question, but we are discussing another
matter, eamphor, at present, and would it not be best to first
dispose of the amendment which is now before us?

Mr. BRISTOW. The item to which I refer is contained iu
the same paragraph, is it not?

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. Yes; but the Senator from Ohio
[Mr. BurTroN] has offered an amendment striking cut the duty
on crude camphor.

Mr. BRISTOW. I beg the Senator’s pardon; I will walic
until that is disposed of, although dextrine is part of the same
paragraph.

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. Mr. President, the duty upon crude
camphor is proposed by the committee simply as a revenue duty.
I call the attention of the Senator from Ohio to the fact that
in the present bill, in many instances, duties are placed upon
articles not produced here. In the very next paragraph a duty
of 10 cents per pound is placed upon chicle, which is not pro-
duced in this country at all, but is imported from Mexico, Hon-
duras, and Central America.

Mr. BURTON. If the Senator will allow me, chicle is used
almost exclusively for the manufacture of chewing gum.

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. But it is not produced in this
country. :

Mr. BURTON. Tt rests on a very different basis from cam-
phor, which has a very great variety of uses,

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. All through the bill there will be
found other instances than chicle where there is a duty
assessed upon articles not produced in this eountry.

Mr. BURTON, Yes, Mr. President, if the Senator will yield
to me again, I am perfectly aware of that fact. I do not
know that this is the worst illustration of what I regard as
an utterly erroneous policy, but it is an illustration of the
plan of imposing a duty on a erude material not made in this
country, but which is used here to a very large extent, and is
also manufactured in this country. I do not think there is
any economic policy relating to the tariff that is any worse.

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. The duty laid here is for the pmr-
pose of producing a revenue, and it will yield considerable
revenue. The duty upon refined camphor has been fixed at
5 cents per pound, allowing a differential of about 3% cents per
pound, making some allowance for shrinkage in conversion.
So there is a manufacturing margin of at least 3} cents per
pound in the manufacture of refined camphor. We do not be-
lieve there is any industry engaged in refining camphor that
can not refine it with that margin of 3} cents per pound.

Mr. BURTON. I dislike to interrupt the Senator from Maine
so many times, but it seems to me his figures are slightly in
error in that regard. One pound of the erude camphor pro-
duces about eighty-five one-hundredths of a pound of the re-
fined article; suppose we say eight hundred and seventy-five
one-thousandths. So the difference in cost——

Mr, JOHNSON of Maine. I said “about 3% "; which would
not be far out of the way, making some allewance for shrink-
age, as I stated.

Mr. BURTON. One pound of the crude camphor will not
produce more than about seven-eighths of a pound of the re-
fined eamphor. So if you take the price of the crude camphor
here at, say, 28 cents, that would make the cost of the refined
camphor 32 cents.

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. It seems to me the difference
stated by the Senator from Ohio is net very material

In answer to the suggestion that the Japanese Government
has control of the natural camphor, that is true. But the
Germans have brought down the price of natural eamphor by
making camphor synthetically; and, as sald by tlie Senator
from Utah, the natural camphor is maintained at a price at
which the Germans can not manufacturve it synthetically and
export it to this country. Nevertheless, the ability on the
part of the Germans to manufacture camphor synthetically
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stands as a protection, not only to this country but to all the
world, against overcharges by the Japanese Government.

We are reliably informed that the manufacturers and refiners
in Japan pay for camphor the same price that is charged to
Americans who import it. For that reason we feel that the
duty of 1 cent a pound upon crude camphor is justifiable as
a revenue duoty, and that the cut in the duty upon refined
camphor from 6 cents to 5 cents a pound, in view of the fact that
there has been a cut in the duty upon celluloid and manufac-
tures of celluloid, is a relative reduction which should be made.

Mr, GALLINGER. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Maine yield
to the Senator from New Hampshire?

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. Certainly.

Mr. GALLINGER. BRBeing not at all familiar with this sub-
ject, I wish to ask the Senator from Maine why synthetic
camphor may not be made in this country as well as in Germany?
Is there any reason that makes it impossible for us to manu-
facture it here? Is the cost excessive, or what is the reason?

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. I will say to the Senator from New
Hampshire, from the investigation I have been able to give to
the matter, that I deplore exceedingly the fact that the American
chemists have not been able to keep pace with the German
chemists. The Germans have learned to make indigo synthet-
ically, and even salicylic acid. They have learned to make
camphor synthetically, and also vanilla, T am informed. In
this country, either because we are not so patient and willing
to make the painstaking, laborious investigations which the
German chemists make, or perhaps because we want to make
money too fast and are not willing to await the results of
seience, we have not made the advance which the German
chemisis have made. ]

Mr. GALLINGER. It has been a matter of wonderment to
me that our chemists should not keep pace with the chemisis
of Germany in these matters; and yet it has occurred to me that
we are decidedly behind Germany in reference to the manu-
facture of severnl articles synthetically.

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. That is most certainly true. With
the abundant natural resources at hand here we should utilize
them, particularly the coal-tar products, which we do not
utilize,

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. President, inasmnch as there are a num-
ber of items in the bill that have been treated as the par-
tieular item of eamphor has been treated, perhaps it would be
as well for me to make a short statement with reference to
the objects and purposes of the House committee and the
Senate committee in that connection.

The Senate committee might have reduced the duty upon
refined eamphor 2 cents a pound; and if that had been done, I
do not think there would have been any particular complaint.
Se far as my information is concerned, there would have been
an ample manufacturing margin, and no man engaged in refin-
ing camphor in this country would have been injured by such a
reduction,

The House committee and the Senate committee chose, rather
than to do that, to reduce the duty upon finished and refined
camphor 1 cent per pound and to impose a new duty of 1 cent
per pound upon crude camphor, thus, in a way, putting 1 cent
into the Treasury and 1 cent into the pockets of the people
and putting upon the industry a burden of taxation to the
extent of $23.000 per annum, ;

It will he found that there are a number of items in the bill
which have been treated in that way; and that was the object
and purpose of the House and Senate committees in so treating
them.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to
the amendment proposed by the Senator from Ohio [Mr,
Burtox].

Mr. LODGE. On that I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Secretary proceeded
to call the roll.

Mr. CHILTON (when his name was called). I have a gen-
eral pair with the junior Senator from Maryland [Mr. Jack-
soN] and therefore withhold my vote.

Mr. GRONNA (when Mr. McCUMBER'S name was called). I
desire to announce that my colleague [Mr, McCuMBER] is neces-
sarily away from the city. He is paired with the senior Senator
from Nevada [Mr. Newranps]. I will let this announcement
stand for the day.

Mr. THOMAS (when his name was called). I have a general
pair with the senior Senator from New York [Mr. Roor]. I
transfer that pair to the junior Senator from Oklahoma [Mr.
Gore] and will vote. I vote ‘“nay.”

L—172

Mr. WARREN (when his name was called). I am paired for
the day with the senior Senator from Florida [Mr. FLETCHER].
I make this announcement for the day.

- Mr. WILLIAMS (when his name was called).
with the senior Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. PENROSE].
is absent. If he were present, I should vote “ nay.”

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. WARREN. I transfer my pair with the senior Senator
from Florida [Mr. FLETCHER] so that he may stand paired with
the junior Senator from Maine [Mr. BUurrEicH] and will vote.
I vote “yea.”

Mr, JAMES. I have a general pair with the junior Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr., WEEKS]. As he has not voted, I
withhold my vote. If he were here to vote, I should vote “ nay.”

Mr. JONES. I wish to announce that the junior Senator
from Michigan [Mr. Towxsexp] is detained on important busi-
ness »f the Senate.

Mr. JAMES. I transfer the general pair which I have with
the junior Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. WEEEs] to the
senior Senator from Nebraska [Mr. HitcHcocK] and will vote.
I vote *nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 20, nays 43, as follows:

I have a pair
He

YEAS—29,
Bradley Crawford La Follette Poindexter
Brady Cummins Lippitt Sherman
Brandegee Dillingham Lodge SEmoot
Bristow Gallinger McLean Sutherland
Burton Goft Norris Warren
Clapp Gronna Oliver
Clark, Wyo, Jones Page
olt Kenyon Perkins
NAYS—45.

Ashurst Kern Ransdell Smith, 8. C.
Bacon Lane Reed Stone
Bankhead Lea Robinson Swanson
Borah Lewis Saulsbury Thomas
Bryan Martin, Va. Shafroth Thompson
Chamberlain Martine, N, J. Sheppard Thornton
Clarke, Ark. Myers Shields Tillman
Hollis O'Gorman Shively Vardaman
Hughes Overman Simmons Walsh
James Owen Smith, Ariz.
Johnson, Me. Pittman Bmith, Ga.
Johnston, Ala. Pomerene Smith, Md.

NOT VOTING—22.
Burleigh Fletcher Newlands Townsend
Catron Gore Penrose Weeks
Chilton Hiteheock Root Williams
Culberson Jackson Smith. Mich. Works
du Pont MceCumber Stephenson
Fall Nelson Sterling

So Mr. Burrox's amendment was rejected.

Mr. REED subsequently said : I wish to ask the Senator from
Kansas his indulgence for a moment, as I am obliged to leave
the Senate Chamber and go back to committee work.

Mr. BRISTOW. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. REED. I came in while the roll was being called on the
last vote, and when my name was called I voted, forgetting for
the moment I have a pair with the Senator from Michigan [Mr.
Sarrra]. My attention was not called to it until this moment.
All that I can do now is to make the explanation that I voted
throngh inadvertence and express my regret for having done so.

Mr. BACON subsequently said: My, President, I hope I may
be permitted to state that on the last vote, upon the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Burron], I voted
inadvertently, not knowing that the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. Nersox] was not present. I left the Chamber before his
name was called, and I did not know of his absence. My vote
would not have changed the result, but I think it proper that I
should make this statement.

The reading of the bill was resumed.

The next amendment of the Committee on Finance was, in
paragraph 37, page 9, line 21, after the words “ per pound,” to
strike out * chicle, 20 cents per pound; dextrine, burnt starch,
or British gum, dextrine substitutes, and soluble or chemiecally
treated starch, three-fourths of 1 cent per pound ” and to insert,
“ ¢hicle, crude, 15 cents per pound ; refined or advanced in value
by drying, straining, or any other process or treatment whatever
beyond that essential to the proper packing, 20 cents per pound ;
dextrine made from potato starch or potato flour, 13 cents per
pound; dextrine, not otherwise provided for, burnt starch, or
British gum, dexirine substitutes, and soluble or chemiecally
treated starch, three-fourths of 1 cent per pound.”

Mr. BRISTOW. Mr. President, I desire now to renew the
question I asked the Senator in charge of the bill before the
last amendment was disposed of. That is, Why was the duty
fixed at a cent and a half per pound on dextrine made from
potato starch or potato flour?

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine, Mr. President, the evidence before
us satisfled us that the cost of making potato starch is greater




2736

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

JuLy 25,

than that of making the other kinds of starch, and also that
there is a good deal of competition in the manufacture of potato
starch. It is not a starch that is used for foed. It is a starch
that is largely used by the textile manufacturers, particularly
the cotton manufacturers, in starching their goods. It differs
from cornstarch and the other kinds of starch. The importa-
tions under the present rate of 1% cents per pound are quite
large. I have forgotten just what they are.

Mr. BRISTOW. I understand, then, that in fixing the duty
the Senator took into consideration the cost of producing this
starch. Was that the attitude of the committee?

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. The duty was fixed in the first
instance by the Ways and Means Committee. The bill came to
us with a duty of 1 cent per pound upon potato starch and one-
half cent per pound upon the other kinds of starch. Upon read-
ing the discussion in the House and also before the Ways and
Means Committee, the testimony seemed to be sufficient to war-
rant that distinetion in the duty; and the commitiee felt that
the Ways and Means Committee had acted wisely in making
that distinetion. ’

Mr. BRISTOW. The duty fixed by the Ways and Means
Committee on this dextrine was three-fourths of 1 cent a
pound.

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. I spoke of the duty upon the
potato starch, which I understood the Senator to inguire about.

Mr. BRISTOW. I was inquiring of dextrine made from
potato starch. The Committee on Ways and Means fixed a
duty of three-quarters of a cent.

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. I will say to the Senator the duty
on dextrine followed the duty on different kinds of starch. If
the dextrine is made from cornstarch or from any other kind
besides potato starch it bears a duty of three-fourths of a cent
a pound. If made from the potaio starch, because potato
starch is dutiable at a cent a pound, the duty upon the dextrine
made from that starch is made to bear a higher rate of duty
so as to make the duties relative.

Mr. BRISTOW. As I understand the Senator’s explanation
of this increase in the duty on dextrine made from potato starch
over the House bill from three-quarters of a cent a pound to a
cent and a half a pound, it is in order to restore the compen-
satory advantage which the dextrine made from potato starch
ought to have since the potato starch carries a duty of a cent a
pound. Is that correct?

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine., Yes. Whether you call it a compen-
satory duty or what you call it, it is a manufacturing margin be-
tween the product and the raw material from which it is made.
Through the bill there has been this differential carried. There
is a higher rate of duty, I think, in nearly every instance, as a
general plan, on the finished product than upon the raw mate-
rial from which it was made, with a differential.

Mr. BRISTOW. In the present law the duty on potato starch
is a cent and a half a pound, and the duty on dextrine made
from potato starch is a cent and a half a pound. That is, the
duty on the starch and the dextrine in the present law is the
same,

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. Oh, no; I have said several times
that the duty on potato starch is a cent a pound.

Mr. BRISTOW, That is in the House bill; but in the pres-
ent law, I say.

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. In the present law?

Mr. BRISTOW. It is a cent and a half.

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. I do not recall it. I think we
have it here.

Mr. BRISTOW. That is what it is. It is a cent and a half a
pound on starch and on dextrine made from the starch. Now,
I wanted to inquire if complaints had come to the committee
that the manufacturers of dextrine needed an additional protec-
tion over that given the starch,

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine, Oh, yes; there was complaint made,
and it was discussed upon the floor of the House. It was said
that there should be this differential. Our attention was called
to the fact that the Ways and Means Committee had made a
mistake, that they had put the duty upon the dextrine at a
lower rate than the duty upon the raw material out of which it
was made. Also, the junior Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
Horuis] appeared for somebody, and we had some communica-
tions. I think a brief was printed from some of the manufac-
turers in Massachusetts who called attention to that fact.

Mr. BRISTOW. I can understand that the duty on the dex-
trine should not be less than the duty on the starch, but the
present law—that is, the Payne-Aldrich Act—fixes the same
duty on the starch and on the dextrine and makes no differential
in favor of the dextrine. What I wanted fo find out was why
the Committee on Finance now thinks that dextrine should have
half a cent a pound more protection than the starch,

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. I will say to the Senator, Mr.
President, that the duty upon the dextrine made from other
kinds of starch is three-quarters of a cent a pound. The duty
upon other kinds of starch is half a cent a pound. There is an
increase in the duty of 50 per cent between the dextrine and the
raw material from which it is made. We made the same dif-
ferential here in the case of dextrine made from potato starch.
The duty upon the potato starch being a cent a pound, we made
the duty upon dextrine made from potato starch a cent and
a half a pound, 50 per cent more, just as in the case of the other
kind of dextrine. i

Mr. BRISTOW. Why does the Senator think that the rates
of the Payne-Aldrich law should be maintained on dextrine
made from potato starch and that no duty whatever should be
imposed on potatoes?

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. I myself hardly see the materiality
of the question. I last night gave the Senator my personal
opinion. We are not dealing with that schedule here or the
duty on potatoes. But I will say further, that the farmers who
find a market for their potatoes at these starch factories, as I
said yesterday, can sell their culls and small potatoes, the
refuse potatoes, at those factories, and sometimes when the
price of potatoes has been so low that it would not pay to ship,
even marketable potatoes from the State of Maine to the mar-'
ket it of course has been to the advantage of the farmers to
find that they could have those potatoes converted into starch.
I am very sure that many of the farmers in that section of my
State where there are starch factories are interested in the
maintenance of these factories. They furnish them a place to
dispose of their small potatoes, as I said, which are not mar-'l
ketable. I have no very intimate knowledge of the situation,’
but in a general way I know that to be true.

Mr. BRISTOW. Well, the object of increasing this duty is
to enable the manufacturers of dextrine to increase the price
of their commodity? !

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. It was to make as far as possible
the rates of the tariff bill uniform. When our atfention was
called to the fact that dextrine made from one kind of starch|
received a differential it seemed to us that the argument of
those who appeared before us was sound; that some differential
should be given in the case of dextrine made from potate’
starch. E

Mr., BRISTOW. The theory upon which the committee has
proceeded, as I understand it, is that a duty increases the
price of the commodity upon which the duty is imposed. There-
fore, a duty of a cent and a half a pound on dextrine made from
potato starch will increase the price of that product when it
is sold here in our country.

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. And also I may suggest there are
quite large importations of potato starch, and the duty will
provide a revenue.

Mr. BRISTOW. Yes. I have not gone into the gquestion as
to whether or not a cent and a half protection on the dextrine
made from potato starch is necessary. The point that has
attracted my attention is the discrimination. In the present'
law there is no differential in favor of the dextrine starch and
farmers have the benefit of a duty of 25 cents per bushel on'
the potatoes from which these products are made. Now, if the
duty of a cent a pound on starch is an advantage to the manu-
facturer of potato starch and enables him to sell his product in
the American market for more money than otherwise he could
sell it for, if it protects him from destructive foreign competi-
tion, which the Senator indicates it is necessary to do, if such
a duty is necessary and is not excessive, I am not going to
object to it. I have not taken up that phase of it to see
whether it is or not. But if the purpose of imposing the duty,
on starch that is made from the potatoes is to increase the
price of the commodity so that the manufacturers may get a |
better price for what they manufacture, I want to know why |
it is not fair and just to impose a duty on the potatoes which
the farmer produces and sells to the manufacturer who con-|
verts those potatoes into the starch and the dextrine. Is if
not just to treat the farmer from the same point of view and
apply to his labor and to his production the same law and the
same principle?

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. Mr. President, it seems to me we
are entering upon another field of discussion in that matter.
We will reach that when we reach the agricultural schedule,
but here when we are dealing with dextrine made from differ-
ent kinds of starch the guestion which the Senator raises is
aside and does not at present concern the Senate in its consid-
eration of this schedule.

Mr. BRISTOW. If the Senator will pardon me, I can not
see that it is not pertinent to this question, because the Senator
knows that when the price of potatoes is low the starch factory
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furnishes a market to the grower of potatoes which he other-
wise would not have. I readily see that it is to his interest to
have these starch factories there. But it is also to his interest
to have a protective duty when times are dull with him and
the price of his product is low, in order that his labor may be
protected from the same character of competition which the
manufactured product is protected from. .

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine, As long as the Senator has raised
that point, I want to ask him a question. In his great State of
kansas the farmers raise a great deal of corn. The present
law carries a rate of 15 cents a bushel on corn. Do the farmers
 of the State of Kansas receive any benefit from that protective
duty of 15 cents a bushel upon corn?

Mr. BRISTOW. Not so much upon corn as they would upon
other things,

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. Let me tfell the Senator they do
not receive a benefit from the duty on potatoes, in my judgment.

Mr. REED. May I ask a question? The Senator says they
need this protection when the price of potatoes is very low.
Does not the Senator know that when the price of potatoes is
very low that is the very time when no potatoes could possibly
come in from abroad?

Mr. BRISTOW. Ah, if the price of potatoes is very low, I
will answer the Senator, the foreign producer of potatoes would
be just as anxious to seek the American market as he would
at any other time, because the close times are pressing upon
him at that period.

1If it is right and just to give the manufacturer of the starch
who takes the potato and makes it into starch a cent a pound
as protection, and if he ecarries it one step further and makes
it into dextrine a cent and a half a pound, why should not the
farmer who grows the potatoes have the same consideration
from Congress?

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. Mr. President—

Mr. REED. If the Senator from Maine will pardon me, I
want to ask the Senator from Kansas my question again and
try and get an answer to the question. I ask him if he does
not know that when the price of potatoes is very low in this
country there is not a single potato shipped into the country,
and if the fizures will not show that to be true? 2 g

Mr. BRISTOW. The figures will not show that fo be true.
The Senator can not find a year when there has not been a
very substantial importation of potatoes.

Mr. REED. I venture to say, without looking it up, that
there has never been any considerable amount of potatoes im-
ported into this country in any year when the price of potatoes
hag been exceedingly low in this country.

Mr. BRISTOW. The Senator will find that potatoes are im-
ported into this country every year.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, did I understand the Senator
from Maine to say that there is a duty on corn?

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. It is 15 cents a bushel under the
present law.

Mr. BORAH. Was that changed?

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. It is. In the pending bill corn is
placed on the free list,

Alr. BORAH. It is placed on the free list?

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. Yes.

Mr. BRISTOW. As I sald last night, the thing I am com-
plaining of in regard to this biil is its absolute injustice; its
indefensible discrimination against certain industries in the
United States. Here is a plain illustration of it.

1 will say to the Senator from Maine if he will look it up
I think he will find I am right in this. If not, the fizures can
be readily at hand. There have been greater importations of
potatoes in the United States during recent years than of either
dextrine or starch.

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. That was in the year 1911, when
there was a shortage and when the price of potatoes was very
high.

« Mr. BRISTOW. There was a larger importation in 1912 than
in 1911, as I remember.

Mr, JOHNSON of Maine. Shiploads of potatoes were brought
into Portland, Me., from Scotland. We needed them and she
country needed them. Although we were the third State in
the Union, I think, in the raising of potatoes still we had to
have potatoes brought from Secotland; and they were brought
by shiploads to Porfland, Me., and the duty paid, because of
the secarcity in this country. The farmers got an enormous
price, of course, for potatoes that year. There is no crop that
varies so much as potatoes. I have seen them sell for much
lesg than the duty. I have seen them rotting in the fields,
when it would not pay the farmers to dig them and market
them. Then again, because of the seareity in some of the Cen-
tral States, potatoes were in demand. The great State of

New York is the largest potato-raising State in the TUnion,
raising some 47,000,000 bushels yearly. The State of Michigan
is next with 35,000,000 bushels, and our old State of Maine is
third with about 30,000,000 bushels. Pennsylvania raises very
nearly the same amount, and nearly all the States raise po-
tatoes, ¥

When there is a shortage in the Central States and in New
York, our Maine potatoes bring a good price, not because of the"
25 cents a bushel protective duty, but because of the shortage
and the demand here. The farmer can not do as the manufac-
turing interests in my State or as the cotton-mill owners can
do—meet once a month and determine what the product may
be and what the different mills may run upon. When he puts
his crop in the ground he has but little to do with what the
outcome may be. He can not arrange with other farmers as
to how many acres may be put out that year in potatoes; he
can not combine to control the production. He awaits a kind
Providence, and if he has a bountiful erop and there is a
bountiful erop in the great Empire State of New York and in
the State of Pennsylvania or Michigan his potatoes rot in the
field, or he finds, perhaps, some market in the starch factory
near by. It is not because of the tariff. Then when his crop
is harvested he can not do like the manufacturing interests
where there are great storehouses and plenty of capital to carry
the product while awaiting a favorable market.

He must market because his crop is perishable, and then he
needs the money. He can not carry it. He is not situated so
that he can take advantage of the duty which you pretend to
give him upon his potatoes. So I alluded to it yesterday
afternoon as a spurious duty, placed there in order that he
might be led to believe that he shares somehow as a beneficiary
in this system, which was never designed for him.

I read here a declaration which I have at hand. The secre-
tary of the American Tariff League, during the pendency of
the reciprocity act, wrote:

Once the American farmer finds that protection is not for him, the
end of protection will gu[ckls come, en million votes are cast by

American farmers. Kindly write or wire your Senator or Representa-
tive in Congress in opposition to the treaty.

I fancy the spirit behind the author of that message is the
gpirit which has moved the placing of the duty upon many
farmer products, like 15 cents a bushel upon corn grown in
the State of Kansas, when it can be of no advantage to the farm
grower, it seems to me, of that State. No more is the 25 cents
a bushel of advantage to the potato grower of my State.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President— -

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator fromi Kansas
yield to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. BRISTOW. In just a moment I will yield.

I appreciate all the disadvantages which the Senator from
Maine has narrated that are imposed by nature and condi-
tions upon the American farmer, but it seems to me, struggling
as he does against such adverse conditions that are beyond his
control, it comes with poor grace to take from him——

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine, Mr. President——

Mr. BRISTOW. Will the Senator pardon me? That advan-
tage which is now given him. He is now placed on an equality
with the manufacturers who take his product and transform it
into a commodity which they sell to the American people. IHe
certainly has a right to the-same consideration from Congress
as the factories which take and handle the product. When yon
put a duty of a cent and a cent and a half a pound upon the
starch and the dextrine that is made from the potatoes he has
a right to ask that you treat him according to the same rules
and apply to him the same methods in legislation.

Now I yield to the Senator.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair thinks that the Senator
from Utah [Mr. S8moor] is first entitled to the floor.

Mr. SMOOT. Mryr. President, last year there were imported
into the United States 13,740,481 bushels of potatoes. The unit
value of those potatoes was 52 cents a bushel. The duty col-
lected amounted to $3,434,535. I want to ask the Senator from
Maine if the 25-cent duty upon those potatoes did not help the
farmer rajging potatoes in the State of Maine?

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. I am willing to answer it, Mr.
President. I think not. The price was high and the farmer
found a ready market for all his potatoes. You paid here in the
city of Washington $2 a bushel for those potatoes, and they
were in demand. The small amount that was shipped in was
a mere bagatelle, a drop in the bucket, it counted for nothing.
The great demand in the United States for potatoes affected
the price.

Mr. SMOOT. That was the largest importation for many
years, :
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Mr. JOFINSON of Maine. There was a shortage, as we all
Eknow. There was a scarcity of the crop.

Mr. SMOOT. Then why was the price in 1912 lower than it
was in 1910 or 1905 or 15967 I notice here that the price per
unit on potatoes a bushel was 52 cents in 1912, and the importa-
tions were 10 times as much as they were in 1910, when the
unit price was 86.9 cents. The junior Senator from Missouri
has just made the statement that when the price of potatoes
was low they never imported into this country. In 1910,
when they were 86 cents a bushel, there was not one-tenth
the amount of importations there was in 1912, when they were
52 cents a bushel. I want to say to the Senator from Maine
that if the farmers of Maine had not been protected by 25
ecents a bushel last vear on their potatoes they would not have
received the price for them that they did get.

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. I should like to believe that the
farmer received a benefit from the duty, but I have never been
able to make myself believe it. I want to call attention to the
‘price, becnuse it is entirely misleading. The Senator knows
the fact that we had a shortage of potatoes for the year end-
ing 1912, when the fizure he gave as the unit price was small
We imported last year 13,740,000 bushels of potatoes, in round
numbers. In 1910 we imported only 349,000 bushels, and the
unit price given is larger in the year 1910. It deoes not at all
bear upon the importations into this country. The Senator
wonld have us belleve because the unit price was higher in
1910 the importations were larger.

Mr., SMOOT. 1 was simply answering the statement made
by the junior Senator from Missouri [Mr. Rerp]. That is the
statement he made., I have not made any such statement, and
I quoted figures to show otherwise, because I believe that his
statement is not borne out by the figures. Does the Senator
mean to intimate that the 52 cents a bushel as the unit price
of potatoes for 1912 is not correct?

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. No; and I do not mean to intimate
that it is a low price. That is a fair price. The farmers of
my State eall 40 cents a fair price in the field for raising
potatoes. TFifty cents a bushel to the farmer is a fair price
for his potatoes. This is given at 52, and it is not a low price.

Mr.. SMOOT. There is not any question about the price. The
amount of money that was collected by the Government on those
potatees was $3,434.535, and the value of the potatoes was
$7,175,375. So the unit value muost have been 52 cents a
bushel. There could not have been any question about it at all

Mr. STONE. 1 should like fo ask the Senator, if 1 may,
how does he account for this variation in the price of potatoes
from year to year under the same duty?

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, that is easily accounted for.
YWherever there is a light erop of potatoes in this country
the price is exceedingly high, just as the Senator from Maine
said. Wherever there is a crop of potatoes anywhere in the
world the same rule applies. That is the reason why there is
a difference in :-price. The price varies, as quoted in these
figures.

Mr. STONE.
ply and demand.

Mr, SMOOT. That is not what we were discussing. We were
discussing the importations. The Senator from Kansas made
the statement that the 25-cent duty was a benefit, in his opinion,
1o the farmers of this country.

Mr. STONE. It is pretty hard to tell what the Senators on
the other side are discussing. They are just reaching out.
groping for anything they can get hold of to discuss. Then I
should like to ask the Senator——

Mr, BRISTOW. Mr. President, if I have the floor, I will try
and enable the Senator from Missouri to understand just ex-
actly what I am discussing. My contention is that if a duty is
necessary to protect a manufacturer who buys potatoes and
manufactures them into starch and dextrine, and if the Com-
mittee on Finance think that that manufacturer of starch should
have a cent a pound duty as a protective duty for him, and that
the manufacturer of dextrine, which is another step in the
process of manufacturing, should have a duty of a cent and a
half a pound, half a cent more than the manufacturer of starch
receives, and if that is necessary for the prosperity of the
manufacturers in order to protect them from severe competition,
as was stated by the Senator from Maine, then is it not fair
that the farmers, who grow the potatoes and supply these
manufacturers with their products, should have the same con-
sideration from Congress? Should they not have a protective
duty to the product of their labor the same as that applied to
the product of the Iabor in the factory? That is what I am
trying to discuss; but I want to ask the Henator from Missouri
if he deoes not think the farmer is entitled to the same treat-
ment and the application of the same rule to his products which
is applied to the manufacturar?

It varieg according to the production, the sup-

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. President—

Mr. BRISTOW. I should like the Senator from Missouri, if
he will, to tell me what he thinks about that proposition.

Mr. STONE. Mr, President, I will yield in a minute to the
gcle]m:mr from New Jersey [Mr. HugHES ], who has addressed the

air,

Of course, I think that tariff duties and all legislation should
be absolutely impartial and just and fair to all interests, if
that is what the Senator from Kansas asks me. I did not, and
I do not now, seek to go into this discussion, although I am
willing to do it. I rose a moment ago because the Senator from
Utah [Mr. Smoor] had referred to a remark made by my col- |
league [Mr. Reepn], who has been called out of the Chamber,
which remark was to the effect that when the price of potatoes
was very low there were little-or no importations, I think that
is correct, for when the price of potatoes is low it is due
largely to the fact that there is an oversupply, and if we have at
home an oversupply, there must be but little inducement for
importations from abroad.

Mr. SMOOT. But the oversupply may be in foreign countries.

Mr. BRISTOW. If the Senator from Utah will excusz me,
for the benefit of the senior Senator from Missouri [Mr. Stoxg]
and for the benefit of the junior Senator from Missouri [Mr.:
Reep], who, unfortunately, has been called out of the Chamber,
I will read into the Recorp what the data furnished us by the
Finance Committee show on that point.

Under the Wilson bill in 1906 the duty on potatoes was 15
cents a bushel. The importations that year, according to these
data, were 175,474 bushels, and the duty $26.321. The aver-
age price or value of potatoes per bushel was 73 cents; that is,
175,474 bushels were imported with the price at 78 cents.

In 1905, according to the data under the Dingley law, there
were imported 180,929 bushels, a duty being paid of $44.648, or
25 cents a bushel, and the unit of value that year was 95 cents
per bushel; that is, an importation of 180,929 bushels at 95
cenfs a bushel.

In 1910, under the Payne-Aldrich bill, with a duty of 25 cents
per bushel, there were imported 340,577 bushels, the unit of
value that year being 869 cents per bushel and the daty col-
lected aggregating $87,050.

In 1912, under the same law, the duty being 25 cents a bushel,
there were imported 13,744,481 bushels, the unit of value being
52.2 cents per bushzl, and the duty paid was $3,424,535, show-
ing, according to the information which has been furnished us,
that there was a far greater lmportation in 1912 than in any
other year, and yet the price was lower.

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. The Senator from Kansas does not
intend to convey the impression that potatoes for the year end-
ing 1912 were lower in this country?

Mr. BRISTOW. 1 am simply giving the figures which the
Siemltor’a committee has furnished the Senate for its informa-
tion.

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. Yes; but that does not excuse tha
Senator, for he has other gources of information.

Mr. BRISTOW. It may not excuse me, but I am free to
say-

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. I ask the Senator from Kuansas if
he does not know that potatoes were higher for the year ending
in 19127

Mr. BRISTOW. I do not remember the price of potatoes:
I am not a dealer in potatoes; and, of course, I ouly know the
price from statistics that come under my cbservation.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Kansas
yield to the Senator from Wisconsin?

Mr. BRISTOW. I do.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I merely rose to call the attention
of the Senator from Kansas to the fact that the price or value
cited in the tables from which he has just read is, of course,
the forelgn price, the value of the potatoes in the country from
which shipped to this country. That does not give or purport
to give the price of potatoes and the value of potatoes in this
country at that time.

AMr. BRISTOW. I am obliged to the Senator from Wisconsin
for the suggestion, because that clearly shows that the tariff
of 25 cents per bushel was of substantial advantage to the
farmer during that year. If it had not been for that, his
potatoes would have been probably as cheap that year as they
were abroad.

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Kansas
yield to the Senator from New Jersey?

Mr. BRISTOW. These duties are arranged to pretect the
manufacturer of potato products; but the farmer who produces
the potatoes is left to the forces of nature and competition.
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Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. Mr. President——

Mr. BRISTOW. If the Senator from Maine will excuse me
a moment, the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. HucHES] rose,
and I neglected to yield to him. I will gladly do so now.

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. President, I merely wanted to address
myself, first, to the inquiry of the Senator from Kansas with
reference to why the farmer was not given a duty upon potatoes
ywhile the manufacturer of dextrine was given a duty upon his
finished product. Of course, the Senator from Kansas must
know that the chief consumer of potatoes is not the dextrine
manufacturer, and that no committee of either the Senate or
the House could afford to legislate with reference to the rela-

" tions existing simply between the raisers of potatoes and the
dextrine manufacturers. We could not afford to lay a duty
upon a hundred million bushels of potatoes because we had
given a dextrine manufacturer a dufy. I want to call the Sena-
tor’s attention

Mr. BRISTOW. If the Senator will just pardon me a mo-
ment to ask a question, Why did the Senator propose to impose
a duty on dextrine or starch?

Mr. HUGHES. The duty was imposed the same as all other
duties have been imposed as nearly as we could for revenue pur-
poses, having in view the situation in which we found ourselves,
surrounded with a conglomeration of rates that nobody can
understand or see the reason for.

Mr. BRISTOW. The Senator from Maine [Mr. JorNS0oN]
says that it was to protect the manufacturer of dextrine and
starch from destructive competition.

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. President——
Mr., BRISTOW. Just a moment, and I will yield fo the Sen-
ator.

Mr. HUGHES. Please do not misstate the Senator from
Maine.

Mr. BRISTOW. I am not going to misstate the Senator
from New Jersey.

Mr. HUGHES. I asked the Senator not to misstate the Sena-
tor from Maine. I/do not ecare what the Senator from Kansas
does to me.

Mr, BRISTOW. The Senator from New Jersey objects to a
duty on potates because it would be imposing a tax on the con-
sumers of potatoes. Now, the Senator from Maine says that it
is spurious; that it does not amount fo anything; that it is no
good to the farmer, and does not help him a bit. Then how does
it hurt the consumer, let me ask the Senator from New Jersey?

Mr. HUGHES. I want to call the Senator’s attention te the
fact that in the year which he speaks of, 1912, when such a tre-
mendous guantity of potatoes was imported into this country, he
will find that that very year we exported nearly a million and
a half dollars’ worth of potatoes.

Mr. BRISTOW. Certainly.

Mr. HUGHES. The situation may have been that there was a
shortage during one part of the season, and consequently we had
to import potatoes. In order to import them we had to compel
the people of this Nation to pay over $3,000,000 into the Treasury
of the United States so that they might get enough potatoes to
eat, and yet not have advanced the price of a single potato to
the farmers in the United States, whose crop might come along
later. Then there wonld be plenty of potatoes at that particular
time—enough to supply our own needs and to then export them.
I do not know that that is the true explanation, but it is a pos-
sible explanation for these apparently irreconcilable things.

There is a situation in which the people of the United States
might very well be compelled to pay three or four million dol-
lars into the Treasury of the United States in order that they
might get enough potatoes to eat, and yet the farmer receive no
benefit.

Mr. BRISTOW. Mr. President, the Senator from New Jersey
contends that this tax of 25 cents a bushel is of no benefit to
the farmer because it does not increase the price of potatoes.

Mr. HUGHES. 1 stated——

Mr. BRISTOW. Mr. President, the Senator from Maine [Mr.
Jouxson], I should have said, contends that this tax of 25
cents a bushel is of no benefit to the farmer because it does
not increase the price; that it does no good to the farmer; and
the Senator from New Jersey [Mr, HuveHES] says that it is a
wrong to impose a duty because it does increase the price the
consumer has to pay. Now, I should like for those two Sen-
ators to adjust their differences as best they may; but it is a
strange situation to me to have a bill supported on the other
side of the Chamber by one Senator because the duty is of no
account and is of no advantage to the farmer upon whose
product it is placed and supported by another Senator because
it does increase the price of the article, that it does benefit the
farmer, and therefore it is wrong to impose it because it
increases the cost of living to the man who buys the farmer’s
product.

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. Mr. President——

Mr. BRISTOW. Now, if the Senator from Maine will pardon
me, I will give him plenty of time after a while. I asked the
Senator from New Jersey why he proposed to impose that duty
of a cent a pound on starch and a cent and a half on dextrine,
and I understood him to say it was for revenue purposes.

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. President, I said, as the Senator from
Maine [Mr. JoanNsoxN] said, that we found a duty upon the raw
material and we allowed what we considered a proper differ-
ential for the next step in manufacture. I will say to the
Senator from Kansas that I have not given this particular
item any consideration at all; I am relying solely, as the Sena-
tor is, upon the statements made by the Senator from Maine.
It may be that it is a greater differential than is necessary.
I do not think it is; but it may be that it is. If it is it
will have the result, if there are any importations, of increasing
the revenue,

Mr. BRISTOW. No. As between starch and dextrine, that
may be true; but let me call the attention of the Senator from
New Jersey to the fact that the manufacturer of starch pays
no duty at all; his raw material under this bill is free; yet you
impose a duty of a cent a pound upon the product which he
has to sell and which he makes from the free article.

Mr., HUGHES. I have answered that; and if I have not
ﬁnftwered it to the Senator's satisfaction, I can not do any

etter. .

Mr. BRISTOW. I want to know why that duty of a cent a
pound was imposed on starch.

Mr. HUGHES. The Senator asks why starch was not placed
on the free list?

Mr, BRISTOW. Potato starch; yes.

Mr. HUGHES. One purpose was that we expected to raise
some revenue by the imposition of the duty.

Mr. BRISTOW. Well, now, for the purpose of revenue——

Mr. STONE. I think that is about the fifth or sixth time the
Senator has asked that question.

Mr. BRISTOW. Just a moment, and I will yield to the Sen-
ator from Missouri.

Mr. STONE. The Senator need not yleld to me. I think this
whole discussion is so silly that it ought to be ended.

Mr. BRISTOW. I am sorry to disturb the mind of the Sen-
ator from Missouri. Perhaps it is silly to some people, but it is
not silly to the men whose interests are involved.

As I understand, the duty of a cent a pound on starch is pro-
posed for the purpose of getting revenue. If I understand the
Senator from New Jersey, his view is that a revenue that is
collected by a customs duty is, in fact, collected from the
people themselves; they pay it.

Mr. HUGHES. That, of course, is a generalization. I am not
as old, I think, as the Senator from Kansas, but I have learned
even in my young life not to generalize too freely. I can
point to the Senator a hundred industries in this country—or a
great many industries, in any event—as to which it can be
truly said that the price at which their products are sold has
absolutely no relation, one way or the other, to the tariff,

Mr. BRISTOW. I agree to that, in some instances.

Mr. HUGHES. There is no question about that. A tariff of
a thousand per cent would not make them a penny higher, and
ishe{ would not be any cheaper if they were on a free-trade

asis.

Mr. BRISTOW. I agree with the Senator as to that. There
are commodities on which the tariff does not increase the price.
For instance, there have been times when calico sold in the
United States for less per yard than the duty on the article.
But that is not starch. We have been told here by the Sen-
ator in charge of this portion of the bill that this duty is neces-
sary to protect the manufacturer of starch and dextrine from
destructive competition, and I am undertaking to argue here——

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. I am sure the Senator does not
wish to misquote me. I do not recall that I ever made that
statement. I said that we took into consideration the competi-
tion and the fact that there were importations, but I did
not say that it was necessary to protect this industry against
destructive competition, or anything like that. I said we took
into consideration the fact that there were importations.

Mr. BRISTOW. I was mistaken. I ask the Senator’s par-
don for using the word * protect,” because I know that is indeed
offensive to some men; but whether you ecall it protection or
something else the result is the same. The manufacturer of
potato starch and potato dextrine has a duty of 1 cent and a
cent and a half a pound, respectively, as against the foreign
importer, while the producer of the potato from which the
starch and dextrine is made heretofore had a protective duty,
or, at any rate, a duty of 25 cents a bushel, as between him and
the foreign producer. That has been taken off, but the manufac-
turer is left, so far as dextrine goes, with exactly the same
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duty protecting him that he had when potatoes were paying 25
cents a bushel duty. 1 leave it to any reasonable man——

Mr, LANE. Mr. President, if the Senator will allow me, I
am no expert on dextrine and know but little about starch, but
I am “long" on information on potatoes, and I will say to him
that out in the section of country where I live we had a very
large surplus crop last year, which we could not sell, and thou-
sands upon thousands of bushels of potatoes are in bins and
pits, yet uncovered, and will never be taken out. We will have
to make new ones for the crop this fall. The duty has not
done much good out there. I rather believe that the condition
varies according to the crop and eclimatic conditions and is
different in different parts of the United States. To protect the
farmer on his potatoes it would be necessary to have one law
applying to the Pacific coast, another to the middle seetion, and
another to the eastern coast. The duty does not help us a bit;
that is certain.

Mr. BRISTOW. That argument may be made, of course, as
to any duty; but if the Senator had a starch factory out there
the farmers in that seetion doubtless would benefit by it very
materially, because it would make a market for their potatoes.
That is one reason why I favor a protective tariff, because I
want to develop all the various regions of this counfry by
promoting manufacturing establishments, and I want a
doty——

Mr, LANE. Mr. President——

Mr, BRISTOW. If the Senator will excuse me a moment,
I want a duty which will develop in a legitimate way such
industries; but I do not want to protect them at the expense
of the man who produces the articles which they use. I want
to treat him the same and not penalize him because he happens
to be a tiller of the soil and has not the advantages that the
great manufacturing concerns have in the marketing of their
product.

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Kansas
yield to the Senator from New Jersey?

Mr. BRISTOW. Very gladly.

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. I am deeply touched with
the anxiety of the Senator from Kansas for the tiller of the
soil and particularly with reference to the potato. The duty
of 25 cents per bushel on potatoes has Deen a mere sop, as the
25 cents a bushel on wheat has been; but we realize no benefit
whatever from the tariff on potatoes—not a particle. TLast
year I saw piled up on Pennsylvania Avenue several hundred
bags of potatoes. I stepped into the store and asked the
proprietor where they came from. He said, * These bags con-
tain Irish, and thesé bags Scotch potatoes.” “ Well,” I said,
“if you are a patriotic citizen, why do you not buy American
potatoes?™ Said he, “ My dear sir, I could scurry within a
radius of 50 miles, and I could not get 200 bushels of potatoes.
I bought these potatoes in the New York market”; and he
sgaid that hundreds of other sections in our land are buying
potatoes in a similar way.

These potatoes bore a duty of 25 cents a bushel. What
earthly benefit, I ask, did the farmer who raised potatoes any-
where in Maryland or New Jersey or New York derive from
that tariff? Not one whit; but, on the contrary, every consumer
in the District of Columbia paid 25 cents a bushel more, and
probably a profit on the 25 cents added, for the potatoes that
were furnished. I recall that the Senator from New York [Mr.
Roor] last year, in answer to a question, when I cited to him
the 25 cenls a bushel on wheat, admitted that the farmer had
derived little or no benefit from the tariff. I say that was a
mere sop, and I say that 25 cents a bushel on potatoes has been
the sheerest sop to the American farmer. It has gone on so
long that the average farmer understands the situation, and my
friend from Kansas need not shed any tears with reference to
the farmer. We have applied the system of protection, and it
has been like the apples of Sodom, fair without and foul within.

Ar, BRISTOW. Why does not the Senator propose to take
the duty off of starch, then? Why does the Senator vote for
a cent and a half duty on dextrine and a cent on starch if such
protection is the merest deception?

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. I am not a member of the
Finance Committee and I will trust to their judgment as to
that. I should make a very different schedule, perhaps, as the
Senator knows, were it left to me; but I trust the judgment and
wisdom and studiousness of the majority Senators on the Com-
mittee on Finance and the attention they have given to this
question.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President——

Mr. STONE. How did the Senator from Kansas——

Mr. BRISTOW. 1 first yield to the Senator from Nebraska,
and afterwards I will yield to the Senator from Missourl.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, in relation to what the Senator
from New Jersey [Mr. MartiNe] has said, I want to say that
all those who are opposed to a tariff on the producis of the
farmer have always said that the tariff on wheat, for instance,
did the farmer no good because we were exporting wheat. The
Senator from New Jersey, of course, gives assent to that by a
nod of his head. They turn right around, however, and say
that the tariff on potatoes does no good to the farmer because
we do import potatoes. It must follow, it seems to me, that
there must be a benefit to the farmer in one case or the other.

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. I sald we never import
potatoes, except when we do not have them in this country. We
buy American potatoes and use them until the supply is ex-"*
hausted, and then, in the absence of American potatoes, for the
well-being of humanity, we are obliged to import them; but I
insist that the party that shal place a duty upon that highly
essential article of diet is operating against the laws of good
sense and of fairness to humanity.

Mr. NORRIS. It may be true that a protective tariff does
operate against humanity and that free trade is an equalizer.
If you had everything free all over the world, the only differ-
ence in the price of commodities between one place and another
would be the cost of transportation; but it is the theory of pro-
tection that we place our people on a higher plane than the re-
mainder of the world, and that it is the object of it.

My own belief is, I will say to the Senator, that, for instance,
if we did not import any potatoes the tariff would not have as
much of a beneficial effect as it does when we do import them,
and I think in different years, depending upon the amount of
the product that we produce, the tariff has a different effect—a
greater effect in one year than it does in another.

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. It has certainly been of no
benefit to the farmer. .

Mr. NORRIS. If we exported all our wheat, then the farmer,
I will admit, would get no benefit from the tariff. If we had to im-
port it, as we approach the point where we consume practically
all that we raise, the tariff in an increasing rate commences te
benefit the farmer. DBut I rose only to calt the attention of the
Senator from Kansas to the inconsistency of the proposition
that on one commodity a duty does not help the farmer, because
we do not import any of it, and, on the other hand, on another
cgmmodll;y it does not help him, because we do import some
of it.

Mr. HUGHES. We do export potatoes, I will say to the
Senator. We exported in 1912 a million and a half dollars’
worth of potatoes.

Mr. NORRIS. I think we always have exported some.

Mr. WILLIAMS. If the Senater from Kansas will yield to
me for a moment——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Kansas
yield to the Senator from Mississippi?

Mr. BRISTOW. I yield to the Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. WILLTAMS. I do not want the impression to go abroad
that potatoes are not an export article of American culture.
The trouble with this debate is that Senators have all con-
cluded to take a very exceptional year. It is true that in the
year 1912 we imported a little over $7,000,000 worth and ex-
ported, in round numbers, only about $1,500,000 worth; but
in 1896 we imported only $127,000 worth and exported $371,000
worth; in 1805 we imported $168,000 worth, whereas we ex-
ported $750,000 worth, in round numbers; and in 1910 we im-
ported $300,000 worth, in round numbers, and exported $755,000
worth, in round numbers. In other words, when the potato
business is in its normal condition, the United States imports
generally a little over twice as much as it exports. It happens
that there was an absolute potato famine in the United States
in 1912,

One more word in addition to what I have said and then I
shall take my seat. It will not do to say that a duty of 23
cents added to an article at the time of its being imported in
a time of famine does not add to the price of the article. It
goes without saying that it must. In 1912 the imported
potatoes came to this country at a valuation of 52 cents per
bushel. That was the foreigner's price laid down in our ports
of entry; but that undoubtedly must have been added in order
to sell them. The addition of 25 cents would have made 77
cents, the total cost to the American importer if he had paid
the duty; and then if you add to that the profit, whatever it
might be, the price would have been brought up to, say, 8) or 90
cents. If the contention of the Senator from Kansas were cor-
rect, the domestic price of potatoes that year would also have
been 89 or 90 cents, after adding the profit, plus the duty, plus
the price paid the foreigner; but, as a matter of fact, the
domestic price of potatoes in this country, running through the
season, was from $1.50 to $2 per bushel.
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But, as a matter of fact, the domestic price of potatoes in this
country, running through the season, was from $1.50 to $2 per
bushel. What does that prove? It proves that the American
price of potatoes in 1912 was the result of the potate famine.

If there had not been so great a dearth of potatoes, a situa-
tion might have struck the country when, imports and exports
being almost equal, the importations, if they had been large
enough, could have borne down the domestic price to the price
of the foreign article, plus the duty, plus the profit. But that
was not the case in 1912, as the figures demonstrate beyond all
cavil to anybody who wants to take what they teach instead of
trying to prove something by them.

I do not want to have go abroad the impression probably
made by the speech of the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Nogrris]
that ordinarily this is a potato-imperting country. It is mnot.
It is a potato-exporting country. It exports twice as much as
it imports.

Mr. BRISTOW. If the Senator from Mississippi will pardon
me, as I understand, he believes that the duty on potatoes does
add to the price of the potatoes?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Why, undoubtedly ; when I import a bushel
of potatoes I am going to try to get back the duty when I sell
them, and not only that, but to get back the duty with a profit.
To put a duty upon a foodstuff of absolute importance and
‘necessity to life, as potatoes have come to be, and to have a
‘man’s own Government add 25 cents to the 52 cents which they
cost and a 20 per cent profit upon the 25 cents before he can
get them to feed his wife and his children, is an iniguity.

Mr. BRISTOW. Let me ask the Senator from Mississippi
if he thinks it is any worse. to impose a duty on food than on
clothing. In this country of ours is not clothing practically
a8 essential to life as food?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, of course the Senator from
Kansas knows beforehand the answer I will make to that
question. The answer is that we are facing a condition which
you have created. You have put the industries of this country
upon stilts. Instead of leaving them unhothoused to win their
own way, so that there should be no artificial and false indus-
tries in the country, you have created and stimulated them.

We went into. the last eampaign promising free food to the
people as far as possible and free basic necessities of life and
of industry. Furthermore, we promised to try not to kill and
totally destroy any legitimate indusiry. In other words, we
‘have met a chaoti¢, confused fiscal system, and we are dealing
with it as we are compelled to deal with it. Any Democrat
who will tell you that there is any thread of logic running
.through this bill forgets that there was no thread of logic
"running through the thing we are trying gradunally to cure, and
'we can not run any thread of logic through it. We are com-
pelled to deal with the condition as we find it. We are trying
.to get down to a natural basis for an industry to live and thrive
iupon without needlessly destroying men who, by law, have been
invited into a false position.

The Senator from Kansas knew that wonld be my answer to
his question.

Mr. BRISTOW. As I understand the Senator’s remarks,
and as I understand his views, he believes the duty should be
reduced materially, but not wholly, on manufactured products?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Absolutely, except in some cases where the
finished product is a matter of such vital importance to industry
or to life that it ought to be made cheap to the consumer re-
gardless of industrial conditions. There are a few cases of
that description, but not many.

Mr. BRISTOW. Why should the dnty, in effect, be increased
~on dextrine, as it is in this bill, when the potatoes from which
(it is made are put on the free list? That is, the duty has been
fremoved from potatoes, but the duty on dextrine remains just
the same as in the present law, a cent and a half per pound.

The Senator declared, in substance, that it was very wrong.
I do not remember the exact word he used, but I think he said
¢ infamous ""——

Mr. WILLTAMS. If the Senator wants an answer to that
question, I will give it to him.

Mr. BRISTOW. Very well; I will yield.

Mr. WILLIAMS, The answer is that potatoes are a food-
stuff, and dextrine is not; that is all.

Mr. BRISTOW. Sfarch and dextrine are used in manufac-
turing processes, largely in the making of cotton cloth; so I
inquire if the Senator is in favor of taking the duty off food
products and leaving it on the cloth which people have to have
in order to clothe themselves?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I think I have already answered that ques-
tion as fully as my poor, weak intellect is capable of answering
it. If the Senator wants me to confess that it is illogical to do
that, I will confess it. If the Senator wants me to confess that

it was illogical on the part of the Republican Party to put as
high as 200 per cent duty upon the clothing of the people, I will
confess it. I will confess that we can not at one fell blow, in
one bill, reduce duties as much as we would like to, and as
much as they ought to be reduced, without knocking the stilts
out from under people that you have put on stilts, and ought
never to have put on them.

Mr. BRISTOW. Ah, but in the case of the article now under
discussion the protection is, in fact, increased, becanse the duty
is taken off the raw material and not reduced at all upon the
finished product.

Mr, WILLIAMS. Mr. President, we have sought in this bill
to place duties upon substances nol basic necessities, either to
life or to industry, for the purpose of bringing in part of the
revenue of the Government. I can hardly imagine a consump-
tion tax which would be less burdensome than one upon dex-
trine.

Mr. BRISTOW. Dextrine is used by cotton manufacturers in
making cotton cloth.

Mr. WILLIAMS. We have used it for the purpose of raising
revenue for the Government. As long as we are compelled to
have any consumption taxes at all, while we may be mistaken,
we may have been foolish, we thought dextrine was a very
good thing on which to raise some of the revenue.

Mr. BRISTOW. Mr. President, I intend to move to amend
the paragraph by reducing the duty on dextrine. What I am
objecting to is this——

Mr. WILLIAMS. I want to say to the Senator, in conclusion
of my reply, that it is not true that we raised the duty upon
dextrine. It is true that we raised the duty only upon potato
dextrine.

Mr. BRISTOW. That is the very thing under discussion.

Mr. WILLIAMS. The reason w2 did that was because we
had left the duty upon potato starch, and it was thought neces-
sary, imitating a Republican example, to have a conversion
differential.

Mr. BRISTOW. Baut if the Senator will examine the present
law he will find that on potato starch there is exactly the same
duty—a cent and a half per pound—that there is on dextrine
made from potato starch. So the example the Senator cites
does not apply to this discussion, because in the present law
there is no such differential.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Still, it is a Republican example, and if
the Republican Party departed from it in that particular in-
stance it was an exception to what they generally did.

Mr. BRISTOW. But the Senator said that in this instance
he was following a Republican example, and in that he was
mistaken. ;

The Senator vehemently denounces the policy of imposing
a duty on food products. I should like to inquire why he
favors a duty on rice.

Mr. WILLIAMS. For the same reason that I indicated a
moment ago about another matter. That is an industry that
you undertook to create and that you put upon stilts, Rice is
not a basic necessity of life, as are potatoes and wheat and flour
and things of that sort. It is not the ordinary food of the
American people, as the Senator very well knows.

Mr. BRISTOW. Do I understand the Senator to say that
rice ig not an article of food that is in general use?

Mr. WILLIAMS. It is not the ordinary food of the American
people, as the Senator very well knows. It is used, for the
most part, as an addition to the meal. It is not one of the
things which go upon the table of every American ecitizen
every day, and must go there. Flour is one of those things;
so is meat; so are potatoes; so are several other things. Let
us be frank with one another. The main reason was, however,
that you had begun to hothouse a rice industry in this country,
and you had succeeded in hothousing it as you could have hot-
housed a pineapple industry, if you had wanted to, or a banana
industry. After you had gotten it in that condition, we were
not going to turn around and absolutely destroy it at one fell
blow, just because, if we did mnot, you might say it was a
southern production.

Mr. BRISTOW. As I understand the Senator, them, he is
in favor of exempting from duties only food producis that are
absolutely essential to human life and that are on the table
every day, while other food products of which a very large
amount may be consumed throughout the country may be taxed.

Mr. WILLIAMS. My phrase, “The basie necessities of life,”
would cover that, I think. Rice is not a basic necessity of
life, like bread and meat.

Mr. BRISTOW. Why does the Senator favor a duty on oats?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Oats do not enter into human consumption
to any great extent. Oatmeal is used on the breakfast table, but
for the most part oats are used for the purpose of feeding stock.
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We reduced the duty on oats. I might very well reply to the
Senator by asking why he favored a duty on oats three times
as large as the one we fixed?

AMr. BRISTOW. My answer to the Senafor would be that
I did not.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Your party did.

Mr. BRISTOW. I am speaking for myself.

Mr, WILLIAMS. The Payne-Aldrich bill did, and I think the
Senator voted for that, did he not? Or did he?

Mr. BRISTOW. The Senator is entirely mistaken. I did
not vote for the Payne-Aldrich bill. I voted against it.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Ah. That is one white feather to the Sena-
tor’s glory, but I had the impression that he had voted for it.

Mr. BRISTOW. Why does the Senator favor putting a duty
on bananas?

Mr. WILLIAMS. We put a duty upon bananas for one
reason, because they are not an article of every-day food.
Another reason was that we put so small a duty upon them
that it could not possibly raise the retail price of bananas.
The third reason was, that the banana industry in this country
is absolutely controlled by the United Fruit Co., which is a
trust, and one which not only controls the banana trade, but
owns the very ships in the trade, and not only that, but it has
bought up most or a great quantity of the land in the Tropics
upon which the bananas are raised.

In other words, we found an opportunity to collect a revenue
and put it in the Treasury in such a way that the consumer
should not pay it, but the United Fruit Co. would have it to
pay. It may strike the Senator that that is a bit illogical also,
but now and then an ocecasion of that sort occurs to anybody.
We put a duty of one-tenth of a cent a pound upon bananas,
That can not possibly be reflected in the retail price at the
banana stand or in the family grocery.

1 did not make this great discovery about putting a duty upon
bananas. My friend the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Gore]
made it. I wish he were here to-day to answer the Senator
from Kansas. He does it so completely and so nicely that I
think his answer would remove from the Senator’'s mind the
doubt of the propriety of that tax just as it removed it from
my mind. At first I was opposed to the tax upon general prin-
ciples. I did not want to put upon the dutiable list anything
that was not already there if I could help it

Mr. BRISTOW. I think the Senator from Oklahoma will
have abundant opportunity to explain the duty before the bill
passes. But if the policy is not to tax food products, I think
the Senator from Mississippl will admit that for thousands of
people in the United States bananas are a food product.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Why, of course; all things that you eat are
food products; but bananas are not an article of basic necessity

n food.

AMr. BRISTOW. Heretofore bananas have been on the free
list.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes.

Mr. BRISTOW. This bill puts them on the dutiable list.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes; and putting the tax there is not going
to make a banana in the United States cost a cent more, because
the duty is small; it is infinitesimal. De minimis non curat lex,
and trade non curat, too.

AMr. BRISTOW. I understand, or hope I do. [Laughter.]
The trust which the Senator refers to as controlling bananas
has it within its power, if it is so all-powerful as the Senator
from Mississippi says, to charge up this additional duty to the
consumer, as I think it will do.

The Senator endeavors to minimize the importance of rice as
a food product. He is a much more learned man than I am, but
1 invite his attention to what I believe to be a faect, and that is
that more people in this world of ours live upon rice than upon
wheat.

AMr, WILLIAMS. Oh, Mr. President, I hope the Senator does
not wish to put me in the attitude of denying that self-evident
proposition. What I said was that rice was not the basic
ordinary food product of the American people. Rice is no-
where the food product of the white race. They eat wheat and
they eat meat, and that is one reason why they are strong. Of
course rice is consumed by more people than wheat is. Rice is
consumed by more people than consume wheat and Indian corn
put together. But it is consumed by people who are so poor,
so destitute, that they can not pay for wheat and meal, and
therefore can not eat it, and can not eat meat, either, except on
holidays.

Mr. BRISTOW. In this tariff bill it is proposed to put upon
the free list the food products that the well-to-do people of
this country can have and keep a duty upon the food products
that the poor people have to exist upon because they can not

get anything else. That is the logic of the Senator from Mis-
sissippi.

Mr. WILLIAMS. It happens that rice, by your peculiar fiscal
agency, is not a cheap food product in Sie United States It
has not been hitherto. By the way, I hope the Senator will not
forget, while he is shooting shots at us, that we have reduced
the rice duty. We have reduced the Republican rice duty 50
per cent. Give us a little credit for starting on the road that
the Senator says is a good road. Give us a little credit for
going halfway toward where you want us to go instead of al-
together throwing anathemas at us because we do not wani to
do it all at once. If the duty we have left on rice, which is a
50 per cent reduction, be an iniquity, then the duty you put on
it was a double iniquity.

Mr. BRISTOW. I will give the Senator from Mississipp2
credit for every good thing in the bill, according to my judg-
ment; and there are In this bill duties that I think are im-
provements on the present law, and for which, if I could, I
should be glad to vote. But I can not vote for them without
doing the grossest injustice to the agricultural interests of this
country by deliberately, and I think outrageously, discriminat-
ing against the products of the American farmer in favor of
the products of the American manufacturer. Those who repre-
sent distriets that contain these factories and are familiar with
the conditions that prevail therein, ean discuss the question as
to whether or not the duties here afford sufficient protection:
But representing an agricultural State I feel it my duty, in the
name of justice to the farmers of the.country, the bone and
sinew of American citizenship, to denounce a bill that dis-
criminates against them from one end to the other, and puts
them in direct competition with the farmers of the world, re-
gardless of conditions; while on the very article that is now
under discussion the duty in the present law is maintained be-
cause it is alleged by those in charge of the bill that to remove
it would injure the factories that preduce the commodity. ;

Mr. President, I move to amend by——

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Kansas
yield to the Senator from Mississippi?

Mr. BRISTOW. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. WILLIAMS. The Senator used the expression that this
bill deliberately and outrageously discriminated against the
farmer. I have a great deal of respect for the Senator’s in-
teliectual integrity. I believe in it. Does the Senator mean
to say that he believes in his own heart of hearts that the
Democrats in the House and in the Senate have, with deliberate
purpose, gone about a scheme of trying to injure the American
farmer? Does he believe that?

Mr. BRISTOW. 1 should not want to attribute to the Sen-
ator from Mississippi and his Demoecratie colleagues any such
unworthy purpose.

Mr. WILLIAMS. But the Senator used that language.
Senator said “ deliberately and outrageously.”

Mr. BRISTOW. I should not want to attribute a vicious
purpose to the Senators who constructed the bill. Personally,
I have a very high regard for them; and I have respect for
their opinions, though I think they are grossly wrong in judg-
ment in many instances. So I will not say that the Senators
deliberately undertook to injure the American farmer. I will
say, however, that the bill that was prepared as a result of
their deliberations will injure the American farmer. It may
not have been the.intention of the Senators who constructed
the bill to injure the American farmer, but they have done so,
nevertheless,

Mr. STONE. Mpr. President, I think it would be well to allow
the Senator from Kansas to offer his amendment.

Mr. BRISTOW. I move, Mr. President——

Myr. SMOOT. Will the Senator yield for just a moment be-
fore he makes his motion?

Mr. BRISTOW. I will, ’

Mr. WILLIAMS. Before the Senator sits down I want to
ask him one question. Is he aware of the fact that we have put
a greater sum in valuation of manufactured products upon the
free list than we have of farmers’ products in the pending bill?

Mr. BRISTOW. Of course I am not familiar with the general
averages or percentages. Indeed, I do mot attach much weight
to a general percentage in a bill containing thousands of items.

Mr. WILLIAMS. But I asked whether the Senator was
aware that we have put many more thousands of dollars’ worth
of manufactured products upon the free list than we have of
agricultural products?

Mr. BRISTOW. I am not familiar with the total figures.
In discussing this bill I expect to deal with the articles just as

The
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I am endeavoring to deal with this item, which I think is
grossly wrong.

Mr. STONE. Did I understand the Senator from Kansas to
make a motion?

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator yielded to me for just a minute.

Mr. BRISTOW. I withheld the motion at the request of the
Senator from Utah.

Mr, SMOOT, Mr, President, I desire to ask one other ques-
tion of the Senator from Maine [Mr, Jou~xsoN] or the Senator
from New Jersey [Mr. HucHEes], because I think both of them
take the same position.

In the pending bill potatoes are free. Potato starch carries
a duty of 1 cent per pound. Dextrine made from potato starch
carries a duty of 13 cents a pound. If I understood the Sena-
tors aright, they stated that that was done as a differential
between the raw material and the finished product of starch,
and then a differential between the starch and the dextrine.
Am I correct? 3

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine.
and the dextrine; yes.

Mr, SMOOT. Then, of course, if it is a differential between
the starch and the dextrine, it certainly is between the pota-
toes and the starch. I will let it stand, then, as a differential
between potato starch and dextrine. The Senator recognizes
the fact——

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine, While T am on my feet I wish to
answer the question more fully, if the Senator will permit me.

Mr. SMOOT. Certainly.

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. I think the Senator from Kansas
[Mr. Bristow] labors under a false impression. I tried to
make the statement to him that the potatoes that go into the
gtarch factories are not the marketable potatoes, The starch
factories existing there are really of great benefit to the farmers
in that section, and they themselves are interested in those
factories.

Mr. SMOOT. We have left out the differential between the
potatoes and the starch, and we come now to the differential
between the potato starch and the dextrine which is made
from potato starch. As I understand, the Senator thinks that
is proper. Then, if that principle be correct, can the Senator
tell me why in the case of all of the balsams advanced in any
condition you impose a duty of 15 per cent, and at the same
identical time you impose a duty of only 15 per cent upon all
chemical compounds made from balsams?

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. Mr. President, that may involve
a knowledge of medical compounds which I do not possess. 1
do not know but that the Senator from Utah has that knowl-
edge. I imagine it is a very simple matter for druggists to use
a balsam in compounding a medicine; and I have an idea that
the process can not be, or ought not to be, compared with the
process which takes place in converting starch into dextrine.

Mr. SMOOT. Oh, Mr. President, that is true. The Senator
is correct in saying they should not be compared, because of the
fact that the process of taking the balsams and producing a
medical compound from them is exceedingly more difficult
than the production of dextrine from starch. I eall attention to
the fact simply to show the inconsistencies of the rates of the
bill.

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President, I do not intend to prolong
very much the discussion in regard to potatoes, hut I was very
much impressed with an illustration used by the Senator from
Mississippi [Mr. Wicrrams]. He said the Democrats found
this country on stilts—stilts provided in the Payne-Aldrich
tariff law. 1 agree with the Senator from Mississippi that
the Payne-Aldrich tariff law gives to the American body, or the
American legs, stilts that are altogether too high, but I think
the way in which to reduce those stilts is to saw off a fair
length from both legs. The Senator from Mississippi seems
to think that the way in which to proceed is to saw off one
leg entirely and leave the other substantially as long as it
has been.

Mr., WILLIAMS. Now, Mr. President——

Mr. CUMMINS. I think that will produce a very disjointed,
a very perverted sort of industrial body. I think we ought to
cut down evenly, and that the agricultural leg ought not to be
made much shorfer than the manufacturing leg.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I want to ask the Senator
this question: Does the Senator assert now, or will he assert,
that we have not reduced duties upon manufactures every bit as
much as we have upon agricultural products in this bill?

Mr. CUMMINS. I do not think you have.

Mr. WILLIAMS. And that the percentage of reduction, upon
examination, will be found to be equal or greater?

Mr. CUMMINS. I do not believe it will be found as great
on manufactures as on agricultural products.

A differential between the starch

Mr. WILLIAMS. We found one leg longer than the other
was when we came to it, and we have taken off an equal meas-
ure from both legs, and the poor, crippled thing will still go
stumbling along the way you had it already stumbling along.

Mr. CUMMINS. If the Democratic Party is to fulfill its mis-
sion and it has found one leg longer than the other it ought to
have evened them up——

Mr. WILLIAMS. But

Mr. CUMMINS. And not to have left the American body a
cripple, as it was left, according to the view of the Senator
from Mississippi, by the Republicans.

Mr. WILLIAMS. We struck a poor fellow who had gotten
so in the habit of walking with one leg longer than the other
we were afraid we would kill him if we made him walk all at .
once on equal legs. He did not know how to walk on legs of the
same length at all.

Mr. CUMMINS. I think the Senator from Mississippi is now
disclosing the truth. He has deliberately taken off one of the
legs of this great industrial body, at least the artificial part of
it, and hag left the other reduced somewhat, but more mis-
shapen than it was before.

Now, why did not the Democrats join with the proposition
made by those who really wanted to reduce the tariff and bring
about some uniformity in the body of this great American
people? If the Senator from Mississippi had wanted, as it
seems to me, to have produced what might be ealled a fair and
even condition among the people of the United States, he would
have preserved upon agriculture the same measure of duty that
he gave to manufactures.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr, President, if there is a duty of 10 per
cent upon a product and you put it on the free list, you have
reduced the duty 10 per cent. If there is a duty of 60 per cent
upon a product and you reduce it to 30 per cent, you have re-
duced the duty 50 per cent. The fact that when youn get
through with the reduction your reduction of only 10 per cent
leaves one thing upon the free list and the other upon the duti-
able list has nothing to do with the question.

I see the Senator from Utah [Mr. Ssmoor] shaking his head
at me, from which I imagine that he imagines that a reduction
from 60 per cent down to 30 per cent would not be a half re-
duction, or a reduction of 50 per cent.

Mr. SMOOT. No, Mr. President; suppose that 10 per cent
had been reduced to 5 per cent; that would have been 50 per
cent. If you reduce it 10 per cent or it goes on the free list,
that is only a 10 per cent reduction.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Oh, no.

Mr. SMOOT. That is what the Senator said.

Mr. WILLIAMS. That does not follow. When I take 10
per cent off a thing which bears 10 per cent and take 30 per
cent off a thing which bears 60 per cent, I have reduced the duty
in that case three times as much as I have in the first. If I re-
duce a duty from 10 to b per cent, I have taken off 5 per cent, and
if I had reduced the entire duty from 60 to 30 per cent I would
have taken off 30 per cent; and T would have reduced the duty
in the latter case six times as much as I did in the other. I
thought the Senator from Utah was smiling before he knew
what he was smiling at.

Mr. SMOOT. No.

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President, I did not see the Senator
from Utah smile, and so I do not know what he meant by his
smile. He has a great variety of expressions, as I suppose all
of us have.

Now, I do not want to be jocular about it. The frouble with
this bill is that the party that framed it did not pursue any
principle whatscever in reaching these duties. As I said the
other day, it started out persuaded, I assume, that it ought to
compose a tariff bill chiefly if not wholly for the purpose of
raising a revenue. If that motive had absorbed the minds of
the committee it would heve given no attention whatever to
the difference in the cost of production here and abroad. It
would have paid no heed to that faet in fixing a particular duty.
It would have gone on upon well-established lines and presented
here a revenue fariff, and if it had presented a revenue tariff
there would have been put upon the produets of agriculture the
same measure of duties, looking at the imports and probability
of imports, that were put upon manufactured products.

But, as stated a moment ago by the Senator from Mississippi,
it found some manufactures that could not be produced in this
country if that plan had been pursued. Apparently it did not
want, to destroy entirely those domestic manufactures. There-
fore, in many instances, as in the instance of dextrine, it has
left a duty whieh I think is too high, higher than necessary to
compensate between the cost of production here and abroad.

But passing over to an agricultural produet, it then was con-
fronted by the supposed necessity of reducing the price of
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things which people eat, and being confronted with that it gave
no attention whatever to what was required by agriculture. It
was willing to preserve the status quo, a portion of the status
quo anyhow, with regard to manufactures, but it was willing
to sacrifice the farmer, not because the Senator from Mississippi
has any malice against the farmer, but because the thing that he
produced passed into people’s stomachs instead of being worn
on their backs.

1 assert here, as I shall assert everywhere, that a tariff com-
posed upon that convoluted, distorted, warped, and mixed prin-

ciple necessarily perpetrates a great injustice upon the Ameri- |,

can people.
I should like to see the manufaciuring duties as they are in

‘the Payne-Aldrich law generally reduced, but I am not willing

to see the discrimination which is practiced in this bill.

A great many of the duties that are put upon manufactures
here are insufficient. I know that a great many of them are
inadequate, but a great many of them are abundantly high.
Let me give an instance right here, as we are on this subjeet,
and I should like to have an answer,

This bill puts a duty of 1 cent a pound upon potato starch,
and it puts a duty of half a cent a pound on cornstarch. Why
do you make that difference? I would like to know why you
put a duty of a cent a pound upon potato starch and a duly of
half a cent a pound on cornstarch.

Furthermore, I should like to know why you put a duty of a
cent a pound on potato starch and a duty of half a cent a pound
on cornstarch and allow tapioca flour and sago flour, which are
starches and nothing else, to come in free. They are not pro-
duced in the United States at all, and yet they come into actual
everyday competition with both potato starch and cornstarch.
Of all the sago flour and tapioca flour brought into the United
States last year, nine-tenths of it was used for starch and not
for food.

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. Potato starch is not used as
a diet. Tapioca flour and tapioca are foods.

Mr. CUMMINS. Obh, the Senator from New Jersey can not
escape this inconsistency by that suggestion.

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. I speak not of the starch but
of tapioca.

Mr. CUMMINS. A form of sago and tapioea is used for food,
but the sago flour that comes in and the tapioca flour that comes
in are not used for food. It comes in in a form called pearl
flake, fit for food, and is then used for food.

But I say to the Senator from New Jersey, although I have
not the figures immediately on my desk, as I remember it, more
than nine-tenths of all these commodities that are brought in
to compete with cornstarch and potato starch come in as sago
flour and tapioca flour. If anyone on the other side of this
Chamber can explain to me why the committee has put a duty

of a cent a pound upoen potato starch and half a cent a pound

on cornstarch and no duty at all on sago starch and taploca

'starch, he will have performed a task that looks to me impos-

|
1

'sible. There was more reason for putting a duty on sago and
tapioca than upon potatoes or corn. Why? Neither of the
former products is produced in the United States, and the reve-
| nue idea, as it seems to me, would have demanded that some duty
"be put upon those articles. But if it is said that we do allow

. them to come in free in order that the little, insignificant quan-

tity that is used for food should not be taxed, tell me, then, why

“you tax rice, why you tax oatmeal, why you tax bananas, and

why you tax things of that sort?

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. I will say that I am not
here to defend the tax on rice or the tax on oatmeal or bananas.

Mr. CUMMINS. Of course not.

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. There are some things that
my conscience rebels against.

Mr. CUMMINS. We on this side—at least those who believe
with me that we ought o pass through this measure and make
redoctions that would accommodate or fit the bill to meet the de-
mands of this time—are simply amazed when we see that what
is presented to us by our friends on the other side has inconsis-
tency in every line and every paragraph, and collides with itself
whenever we bring two parts of it together.

I will pause for an answer to the question I have just put.

Mr. JOHONSON of Maine. The Senator from Iowa inquired
why the difference was made in the duty between potato starch
and all other starches. I will say to the Senator that that
same difference was made in the present law. The duty upon
potato stareh in the present law I read:

Starch made from ?otatoos. 1% cents per pound; all other starches,
Including all preparations from whatever substance used as s
1 cent per pound.

That is reduced to half a cent a pound In this bill, but in
both measures there has been a difference between the two

kinds of starches because of the difference in the cost of
manufacture.

Mr. CUMMINS. But may I say to the Senator from Maihe
that he has disclaimed any intention of being governed or con-
trolled by the difference in the cost of manufacture.

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. The Senator from Iowa never
heard me make the statement anywhere that we disregarded
the cost of production or the cost of manufacturing. We have
to take that into consideration with all other elements which
are to be taken into consideration.

Mr. CUMMINS. The distinguished Senator from North Caro-
lina [Mr. Srmmoxs] made that statement when he presented
the bill to the Senate. He adopted the views of the majority
of the Ways and Means Committee of the House, in which the
cost of production as being material to duties upon commoditleﬂ
was entirely repudiated and rejected.

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. I did not so understand the Sen-
ator from North Carolina to state; but that that was not the
controlling factor and not to be the controlling factor in adjust-
ing tariff duties, because of the fact which was evident here
only at the last session, of the great difficulty in ascertaining
the difference in the cost of production. In the cost of the man-
ufacture of paper between the cost in this country and over in
the other country, a contiguous country, we found a great dif-
ference between the cost there and in the mills of this country,
and the cost there, too, varied.

So far as I have any opinion about it, and so far as I have
been guided, I will say to the Senator that we have not disre-
garded, and I do not understand my colleagues who have served
with me have disregarded, entirely the cost of the manufacture
of an article, but have taken that not as the controlling factor,
but as one of the factors to be considered in arriving at a just
and fair rate of duty in dealing with conditions as we found
them.

Mr, CUMMINS. Mr. President, I can not understand——

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. One other observation, if the Sen-
ator will pardon me, He algo stated that we have placed sago
and sago flour upon the free list. They were upon the free list,
and we have made no change in them. The only change is that
we have cut the duty upon potato starch and the duty upon
other starch, and then as to dextrine we tried to make the duty
correspond to the duty upon the raw material from which the
different dextrines are made,

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President, I do not accept the answer
just made by the Senator from Maine as sufficient, although he
undoubtedly believes it so. Because these duties were im-
properly adjosted in the Payne-Aldrich bill is no defense against
an improper adjustment in this bill. It is difficult for me, of
course, to consider the case from that standpoint, because there
were so many things that were wrong in the Payne-Aldrich
bill. Nothing illustrates that better than the reference just
made by the Senator from Maine with regard to sago flour and
tapicca flour. Of course, we all understand that these im-
portations are required in the manufacture mainly of cotton
goods, and the manufacturer of cotton goods wanted to get this
starch just as cheaply as possible. It was observed when the
Payne-Aldrich bill was under consideration that a great wrong
was being done, and upon the floor of the Senate, after debate,
a daoty was attached to sago and tapioca not in edible form.
That was the judgment of the Senate. The bill passed in that
way to a conference committee, and when it emerged from the
conference committee sago and tapioca were on the free list,
put there, as I have always believed, under the influence of
those who wanted their raw material free. I would have cared
nothing about that save that this starch comes into direct com-
petition with cornstarch and potato starch, and it seemed to
me most unfair to impose a duty on one kind and allow the
other to come in free.

I am sorry that the Senator from Maine has, probably with-
out any investigntion whatever, adopted the wrong that was
done in 1909 and perpetuated it in this bill by putting these two
commodities on the free list, whereas they ought to bear a rea-
sonable duty. They ought to bear as high a duty at least as
cornstarch. They really ought to bear as high a duty as potato
starch. The truth is that, so far as I know, there is not a
single reason for not attaching a common uniform duty to all
these starches.

I hope that the majority members of the Finance Committee,
having now seen that there is no justification for the classifica-
tion which has been made and that an injustice is being done
by continuing that classification, will recall this paragraph and
the one in the free list, and will right the wrong that began
long ago.

Mr. SIMMONS. I wish to inquire what amendment is now
pending.
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The committee amendment is be-
fore the Senate.

Mr. BRISTOW. I move to amend, on line 3, page 10, by
striking out * and one-half.”

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated.

The SeECRETARY. On page 10, line 3, after “ one,” strike out
“and one-half,” and strike out *“cents” and insert * cent,”
so that if amended it will read:

Dextrine, made from potato starch or potato flour, 1 cent per pound.

Mr. BRISTOW. Mr. President, I desire to say that this
places the same duty on dextrine made from potato starch
that is imposed on the potato starch. The present law imposes
the same duty on potato starch and dextrine, a cent and a half
on each. The House reduced those duties to 1 cent on the starch
and to three-fourths of a cent on the dextrines. I can readily
see that there should not be a less duty on the dextrine made
from the starch than on the starch itself; but since the present
law imposes the same duty on both and since the duty en starch
is reduced from 1% cents to 1 cent, since the manufacturer of
starch under this bill receives his potatoes free, I can not see
why this one-half cent additional should be added; that is,
I can not understand why the dextrine should carry the same
duty as the Payne-Aldrich law when the article from which it
is made is put on the free list, and when it carried a duty of
25 cents a bushel before.

I believe that a cent a pound is enough for both these articles
with a reasonable duty on potatoes also. So I probably will
move to amend as to potatoes when we reach that part of the
bill. I certainly do not see how our friends who are in favor
of reducing duties can put the raw material on the free list
when it now ecarries a duty, and then ecarry the same duties
on the manufactured product that we have now.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the Senator from Kansas.

Mr. BRISTOW. On that I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Secretary proceeded
to eall the roll.

Mr. BRYAN (when Mr. FrErcHER'S name was called). My
colleague [Mr. FrercHER] is absent on public business. He is
paired with the junior Senator from Wyoming [Mr, WARREN].

Mr. THOMAS (when his name was called). I transfer my
pair with the senior Senator from New York [Mr. Roor] to the
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Gore] and vote. I vote “nay.”

Mr. WILLIAMS (when his name was called). I desire to
transfer my pair with the Senator from DPennsylvania [Mr.
PeNrose] to the junior Senator from Mississippi [Mr. VArpaA-
MAN] and vote. I vote “nay.”

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. REED. I transfer my pair with the Senator from Michi-
gan [Mr., Smrra] to the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Hircu-
cock] and vote “ nay.”

My, CHILTON. I transfer my pair with the junior Senator
from Maryland [Mr. JAcksoN] to the Senator from Arizona
[Mr. SyrTH] and vote “nay.”

Mr. GALLINGER. I wish to announce that the Senator from
Wisconsin [Mr. STEPHENSON] is paired with the Senator from
Tennessee [Mr. Lea].

Mr, MYERS. I inquire if the Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
AMcLeax] has voted?

The VICE PRESIDEXNT. He has not.

Mr, MYERS. I have a pair with that Senator. I transfer
that pair to the Senator from Virginia [Mr. MARTIN] and vote
. nu}..”

Mr, SMOOT. I desire to announce that the junior Senator
from Wisconsin [Mr. STEPHENSON] and the senior Senator from
Delaware [Mr. pu PoxT] are unavoidably detained from the
Senate. I shall let this announcement stand for the day.

The result was announced—yeas 29, nays 46, as follows:

YEAS—20,
Borah Colt Kenyon Smoot
Bradley Crawford La Follette Sterling
Brady Cummins Nelson Sutheriand
Bristow Dillingham Norris Townsend
Burton Gallinger ‘age Works
Catron Goft Perkins
Clapp Gronna TPoindexter
Clark, Wyo. Jones Sherman

NAYS—46.
Ashurst Johnston, Ala. Pomerene Smith, Md.
Bacon Kern Ransdell Smith, 8. C.
Bankhead Lane Reed Bwanson
Brandegee Lewis Robinson Thomas
Bryan Lodge Saulsbury Thompson
Chamberlain Martine, N. J. Shafroth Thornton
Chilton AMyers Sheppard Tillman
Clarke, Ark. O'Gorman Shields Walsh
Hollis Oliver Shively Weeks
Ilughes Overman Simmons Williams
James wen SBmith, Ariz,
Johnson, Me, Pittman Smith, Ga.

1 to strike out “ unground ™ ;

NOT VOTING—21.

Burleigh Hiteheock Martin, Va. Stone
Culberson Jackson Newlands Vardaman
du Pont Lea Penrose Warren
Fall Llpgitt Root

Fletcher MeCumber Smith, Mich.

Gore McLean Stephenson

So Mr. Bristow’s amendment was rejected.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the amendment
proposed: by the committee.

The amendment was agreed to.

The reading of the bill was resumed on page 10, line 6, para-
graph 38, as follows:

38. Ink and ink powders, 15 per cent ad valorem.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I regard that duty as altogether
too low, but I do not care to enter into any discussion of it or
to delay the Senate by asking for a useless vote. I will, how-
ever, request that a letter of one or two pages in reference to
the matter may be printed in the Recorp, without reading.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair
hears none, and the letter will be printed in the Recorp.

The letter referred to is as fellows:

THE CARTER'S INK Co,,
Boston, Mass., March 20, 1912
Hon. HENRY CABOT LODGE

E,
United Statcs Senate, Washington, D. O.

Drar S1r: We thank i‘ou for your favor of the 14th instant and for
the copy of the tariff bill referred to therein.

We fear we shall not be able to be represented at any of the hearings
before the Finance Committee of the Senate, and we shall therefore
upiprteciate it if you will present to the committee some of the following
points :

It is impossible, of course, for us to know with absolute certain
what it costs our foreign competitors to produce packages of inks an
adhesives similar to ours, but we can get a pretty accurate general idea
from some of the prices which we find them making continually in com-
petition with us.

The smallest and cheapest package which we are able to produce is
a one-ounce bottle of ink, which costs us on our shipping floor $1.83 per
gross, We might make this a little cheaper by sacrificing all the at-
tractiveness and convenience of the label and stoP r, but any such
gaving wounld be a matter of a few cents at the outside,

On the other hand, we have taken the nearest similar packages of
five of our principal English and German ecompetitors, some of which
are actually larger than ours, and find that the regular selling prices of
these packages in the markets of the world run from 84 cents a gross
to $1.26, averaging $1.12. Assuming that all these competitors are sell-
ing their goods at cost, which is hardly to be supposed, it nJ)pears that
their manufacturing cost is 39 per cent less than ours, and as a mat-
ter of fact the percentage must even greater than this.

On mucilage the situation is similar. Our cheapest package costs us
on the shipping floor $1.80, and those of the same competitors ran
from 96 cents to $1.62 in their regular selling prices, so that their
!tl!:'el'ﬂg(! cost, assuming that they are selling at cost, is 34 per cent less

AN OUrs.

We meet some of these competing manufacturers only in foreign mar-
kets, but two of the English manufacturers have for years had an estab-
lished trade in the United States and Canada, while the Germans, as
well as the English, constitute our strongest competition in the South
American field, which we and other American manufacturers are en-
deavoring to develop. The Germans are already solidly established in
Mexico, and there is no apparent reason why they should not at any
time attempt to enter the United States market. A reduetion such as
is contemplated by the proposed bill would, of course, be a direct en-
couragement to them to do so, and also to our English competitors to
renew their efforts.

It scems clear to us that the former duty on ink of 33} per cent was
quite as low as it should be in order to take care of the actual differ-
ence in manufacturing costs for these products in the United States
and abroad. While we have continued to hold our own, in spite of the
last reduction, it seems as if there could be no good reason for a further
reduction, unless the most moderate basis of protection is to be disre-
garded. Our industry is a small one as compared with most of these
which oceupy the attention of Congress and of the country, but we do
not imagine nevertheless that any except outright free traders would
therefore contend that it was not equally entitled to protection.

We trust you may be able to secure a restoratlon of the higher rate.

Yours, very traly,
THE CARTER'S INk Co.,
RicHARD B. CARTER, President.

The reading of the bill was resumed.

The next amendment of the Committee on Finance was, on
page 10, line 11, paragraph 40, after the words “ licorice root,”
so0 as to make the paragraph read:

40. Leaves and roots: Buchu leaves, 10 cents per pound; coca
leaves, 10 cents per pound ; gentian, } cent per pound; licorice root, %
cent per pound; sarsaparilla root, 1 cent per pound.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. President, every one of the items con-
tained in that paragraph, with one exception, is now free from
duty. There is at present a duty of 5 cenis a pound on coca
leaves. The same principles are in a measure involved in this
case as those in regard to camphor. There seems to have heen
an impression that coca leaves are used for purposes that are
injurious; but they are also used for the preparation of cocaine,
which is absolutely necessary in surgery and an essential
article.

I move to strike out “ Buchu leaves, 10 cents per pound,” in
that paragraph.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment proposed by the
Senator from Ohio will be stated.
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The SEcReTARY. On page 10, line 9, paragraph 40, after the
word “roots,” it is proposed to strike out “ Buchu leaves, 10
cents per pound”; and to begin the following word, “coca,”
with a eapital “ Q.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the amendment
proposed by the Senator from Ohio [Mr. BUurTON].

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. BURTON. I now move to strike out the latter part of
the paragraph, beginning with the word “ gentian,” in line 10.

The VIOE PRESIDENT. The amendment proposed by the
Senator from Ohio will be stated.

The SEcrRETARY. On page 10, line 10, paragraph 40, after the
word “pound,” it is proposed to strike out:

Gentian, } cent per pound; licorice root, ¥ cent per pound; sarsa-
parilla root, 1 cent per pound.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the amendment
proposed by the Senator from Ohio.

The amendment was rejected.

The reading of the bill was resumed, on page 10, line 13, as
follows:

41. Licorice, extracts of, in pastes, rolls, or other forms, 1 cent per
pogg‘ Lime, citrate of, 1 cent per pound.

Mr. BURTON. I move to strike out paragraph 42.
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Ohio moves to
strike out paragraph 42, which has just been read.

Mr. BURTON. It is to/strike ont the duty of 1 cent per
pound proposed to be imposed on citrate of lime. That is a raw
material, which is now free. The importations of that article
are more than 5,000,000 pounds. It is an article extensively
used, and the raw material is not produced in this country.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the amendment
proposed by the Senator from Ohio.

Mr. NORRIS. I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Secretary pro-
ceeded to call the roll

Mr. CHILTON (when his name was called). I make the
same announcement as to my pair and its transfer as I did
on the preceding roll call and vote. I vote “nay.”

Mr. MYERS (when his name was called). I transfer the
pair which I have with the Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
McLeAN] to the Senator from Virginia [Mr. MarTIN] and vote.
I vote i my.”

Mr. REED (when his name was called). I transfer my pair
with the Senator from Michigan [Mr. SmMIiTH] to the Senator
from Nebraska [Mr. Hrroucock] and vote. I vote “nay.”

Mr. WILLIAMS (when his name was ecalled). I wish to
transfer my pair with the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
PexrosE] to my colleague, the junior Senator from Mississippi
IMr. VarpAMAN] and to vote. I vote *nay.”

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. THOMAS. I transfer my pair with the Senator from
New York [Mr. Roor] to the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr.
Gore] and vote. I vote “nay.”

Mr. SHIELDS. I desire to announce that my colleague, the
genior Senator from Temnessee [Mr. Lea], is necessarily absent
'on business, and that he is paired with the junior Senator from
Wisconsin [Mr. STEPHENSON].

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN (after having voted in the negative).
I notice that the junior Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Oriver] has not voted, and I therefore withdraw my vote. I
have a general pair with that Senator.

The result was announced—yeas 30, nays 42, as follows:

YEAS—30.
Bradley Colt La Follette Smoot
Brady Crawford Lodge SterllnF
Brandegee Cummins Nelson Butherland
Bristow Dillingham Norris Townsend
| Burton Gallinger age Weeks
Catron Eronna Perkins Works .
Clap; Jones Poindexter
_Clarf, Wyo. Kenyon Sherman
NAYS—42.
‘Ashurst Johnston, Ala. Ransdell Smith, 8. C.
Bacon Kern Reed Stone
- Bankhead Lane Robinson Bwanson
Borah Lewis Saulsbury Thomas
Bryan Martine, N, J. Shafroth Thompson
1ton Myers Sheppard Thornton
Clarke, Ark. O'Gorman Bhiel Tillman
Hollis Overman Shively Walsh
Hughes wen Simmons Williams
James Pittman Smith, Ga.
Johnson, Me, Pomerene Smith, Md.
NOT VOTING—24,
Burleigh Goff McCumber Root
Chamberlain Gore McLean Smith, Ariz.
Culberson Hitcheock Martin, Va. Smith, Mich,
du Pont Jackson Newlands Stephenson
Fall Lea Oliver Vardaman
Fletcher Lippitt Penrose Warren

So Mr. Burrox's amendment was rejected.

The reading of the bill was resumed, on page 10, line 16, with
paragraph 43, as follows:

43. Magnesia: Calcined, 33 cents per pound; earbonate of, pre-
cipitated, 13 cents per pound; sulphate of, or Epgom saits, one teath
cent per pound.

44. Menthol, 50 cents per pound.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, T should like fo inquire of tha
Senator in charge of this portion of the bill what is the object
of the increased duty contained in the last paragraph read?
I understand it is an increase over the present law. I refer
to the clause in reference to menthol.

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. Mr. President, it is merely a
revenue duty. Menthol is imported.

Mr. NORRIS. Well, Mr. President, can the Senator give me
any information as to the produection of it?

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. There is no production in this
country, I will say to the Senator; it is imported. The figures
show that in 1912 we imported $200,000 worth, on which there
were collected duties amounting to $50,000. The rate has not
been raised. The Senator is wrong about that., The rate under
the present law is 25 per cenf. We propose a specific duty of
50 cents a pound, which is equivalent to an ad valorem of
16.67—a considerable reduction.

Mr. NORRIS. Now, I should like to ask the Senator if it
is not an article of common use in medicine?

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. It is used in medicine.

Mr. NORRIS. Is there any other reason for putting any
duty on it except to raise revenue?

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. As I said, the duty has been im-
posed for the purposes of revenue only.

Mr. NORRIS. I desire to ask the Senator if this paragraph
were siricken out, would this article under this bill go into what
is known as the basket clause?

Mr, JOHNSON of Maine. It would go into the basket clause
at 15 per cent.

Mr, NORRIS. I am much obliged to the Senator. Mr. Presi-
dent, it seems to me that this article ought to be on the free list.
Mr. CRAWFORD. What is the proposed ad valorem rate?

Mr. NORRIS. It is estimated here to be 16.67 per cent ad
valorem.

My, WILLTAMS., May I ask the Senator why he thinks it
ought to be on the free list?

Mr. NORRIS. Because, in the first place, it is an article, as
I understand, of common use in medicine, and not produced in
this country.

Mr, WILLTAMS.
very good one——

Mr. NORRIS. So that it is putting a direct tax on those who
must use it in the case of sickness. In my opinion, such articles
ought to be placed on the free list.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, the Senator has given two
reasons. The first one has some reason in it and perhaps some
merit in it, but the second reason has none at all, to wit, that
the article is not produced in this country. That is a recom-
mendation. Where you want to raise revenue it is well, wher-
ever you can, fo raise it upon products that are not produced
in this country, because, then, when subsequently you either
lower the rate or raise the duty you do not disturb domestic
business conditions.

There is another good reason why it is preeminently fitted to
raise revenue, and that is, that every dollar which the con-
sumer pays upon it goes into the people’s Treasury. Therefore,
what the American citizen pays in his individual eapacity comes
back to him In his collective capacity.

I hope the Senator will not forget the difference between
the standpoint of the two parties upon this question. He may
regard it as very reprehensible to put a duty upon an article
that is not produced here, whereas we regard it as an ideal
revenue article, first, because every dollar of it goes into the
Treasury and none of it into private pockets, and, secondly,
because you can change the laws of your country afterwards
with regard to an article like that to meet revenue necessities
and raise or lower the duty without disturbing any domestic
business.

Mr. POINDEXTER. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Mississippl
yield to the Senator from Washington?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Certainly.

Mr. POINDEXTER. It is just as much of a tax upon the
consumer, is it not, as when levied on the manufactured article?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Absolutely. It is just as much of a tax
upon the consumer as if a part of it went into the pockets of the
manufacturer; but the consumer has the consolation of knowing
that what he has paid as a citizen in his individual capacity

Now, Mr. President, the first reason is a
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has besn received by the American people, of whom he is one,
in a collective capacity. That is the difference.

Nobedy disputes the right of the Gevernment to levy a tax.
The Government has a right to levy a tax of 100 per cent upon
me if it is necessary to carry on the Government; it has a right
to levy a tax upon my very life if necessary to save the life of
the Republie; but the Government, aecording to our standpoint,
has no right, although we are here in this bill respecting a lot
of vested wrongs, te levy a tax for the purpose of enriching or
profiting somebody else. Therefore an ideal article for a rev-
enue duty is an article which is not preduced in the United
States.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I think the Senator from Mis-
sissippi has fairly stated the difference in prineciple. He Dbelieves
in the principle of a tariff for revenue only, and it is true, as
the Senator has said, that you will get the largest amount of
revenue if you levy the tax upon something that is not produced
in this country.

The Senator concedes that there is semething in the other
reason I gave. To me and to those who believe as I do, in a
reasonable protection, the fact as to whether something is or
can be produced in this country has a great deal fo do with the
levying of a tax upon any article of ecmmerce that is imported
into the country. This, in my judgment, however, even though
I believed in a tariff for reverue, would be the last place where
I should want to levy tribute.

The Senator says, and he says truly, that the Government
has a right to levy a hundred per cent, if it wants te, upen
any individual or upon any particular article. The right and
reason of it are. however, two different things, in my judgment.
This, as the Senator has said, is an instance where there is no
doubt, no dispute between any of us that the consmmer wili
have to pay the amount of the tax as levied and, as the Sen-
ator says, it is levied npon the people who use it and the con-
tribution goes to all of the people in their collective capacity.
It seems to me that is levying a tax upon those wha are in
distress and who are sick; and that is the last place to which
we ought to ask the Government to reach out its hand and
levy a tax for the support of the Government. It seems to me
that it is one of the instances where there sheuld be absolute
free trade in the artiele.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President——

AMr. NORLRIS. I yield to the Senator.

Mr, WILLIAMS. If the Senator will pardon me, he has
used the phrase “levying a tax.” I beg to call the Senator’s
attention te the fact that the tax is already levied at the rate
of 25 per e¢ent, and that this bill reduces it to 16.6 per cent; in
other words, it reduces it abeut one-third.

Mr. NORRIS. Yes; I understand that; but I am surprised
that Senators on the other side should so often defend the much
condemned Payne bill. I think that the proposed rate of the
bill, if the ad valorem is fizured correcfly—and I presume it
is—is an improvement over the present law; but, because there
is something wrong—and there are a great many things wrong
in the present law—Iis no reason why, in my judgment, something
that should not at all be burdened with taxation should be
included in the list of those things that must pay a tariff. This
rate is high; it is 50 cents a pound, which amounts to an ad
valorem duty, as estimated by the eommitiee, of practically 17
per cent. It seems to me, therefore, Mr. President, that the
motion I have made ought to prevail, and if it does I desire to
give notice that when we come to the free list I will make a
motion to put this article on the free list.

Mr. LODGE. If the Senator will allow me——

Mr. NORRIS. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. LODGE. It seems to me—and although the Senator has
been bringing it forward, I think it well deserves emphasis—
that a broad distinction has always been made in taxation on
consumption between articles of voluntary and articles of invol-
untary use.

Mr. XORRIS. I think so.

Mr. LODGE. Tobacco and wine, for instance, are taxed by
all nations. They are articles of consumption, but of voluntary
use, while medicines that must be used by the sick are articles
of involuntary use.

Mr. NORRIS. If there is anything that is a necessity, it
seems fo me it is medicine that must be purchased in case of
sickness. Moreover, the amount of medicine that must be par-
chased by the poer is just as great and the price is just as high
as when purchased by those who can better afferd it. There-
fore, Mr, President, I move to strike out the paragraph; and,
as I have already said, if the motion prevails, when we get to
the free list I will make a motion to put the article on the free
1ist, so that it will not fall in the basket clause. On my amend-
ment I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Secretary proceeded
to call the roll.

Mr. CHILTON (when his name was called}). I repeat my
announcement of my pair with the junior Senator from Mary-
land [Mr. Jacksox]. If at liberty to vote, I should vote “nay.”

Mr. DILLINGHAM (when his name was called). On this
question I am paired with the junior Senator from Colorado
[Mr. SHAFROTH], and therefore withheld my vote.

Mr, MYERS (when his name was called). I have a stand-
ing pair with the junior Semator from Conmecticut [Mr. Mc-
Leax]). In his absence I withhold my vote. If at liberty to
vote, I should vote “ nay.™

Mr. REED (when his name was calledy. I transfer my pair
with the senior Senafor from Michigan [Mr. SuITH] to the
genior Senator from Nebraska [Mr. HrreHCcocK] and will vote,
I vote " ray.”

Mr. THOMAS (when his name was calledy. I transfer my
pair with the senior Senator from New York [Mr. Roor] to
the junior Senator from Oklahema [Mr. Gore] and will vote.
I vote “may.”

Mr. WILLIAMS (when his name was called). I am paired
with the senior Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Pesrose]. He
is absent. If he were present, I should vote “nay.”

The roll eall was concluded.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN (after having voted in the negative).
I have a general pair with the junior Senator from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. Ocver]. In his absence, I desire to withdraw my
vote. =

Mr. ROBINSON. T desire to announce that my colleague,
the senfor Senator from Arkansas [Mr. CLARRE], is necessarily
absent from the Chamber on important publie business. He is;
however, paired with the junfor Semator from Utah [Mr
SUTHEREAND].

The result was announced—yeas 28, nays 40, as follows:

YEAS—28,
Bradiey Clark, Wyo. Jones Perkins
Brady Colt Kenyon Prindexter
Brandegee Crawford La Follette Sherman
Bristow Cummins Lodge Smoot
Parton Gallinger Nelzsom Teownssnd
Catren Goff Norris Weeks
Clapp Gronna Page ‘Works

NAYS 40,
Ashurst Kern * Ransdell Smith, Md.
Baeon Lane Reed Smith, S. C.
Bankhead Lewis Rohinson Stone
Borah Martin, Va. Saulxhuﬁr Swanson
Bryan Martine, N, J. Sheppar Thomas
Hollls O'Gorman Shields Thompsen
MHughes Overman Shively Thornton
James n Simmons Tillman
Johnson, Me. Pittman Smith, Aria. Vardaman
Johnston, Ala. Pomerene Smith, Ga. ‘Walsh

NOT VOTING—28.

Burleigh Fall MeCumber Shafroth
Chamberlain Fletcher MeLean Smith, Mich.
€hilton Gore Myers Stephenson
Clarke, Ark. Hiteheock Newlands Sterling
Culhberson Jackson Oliver Suthertand
Dillingham Lea Penrose Warren
du Pont Lippitt Root Willlams

So Mr. Norris's amendment was rejecfed.

The reading of the bill was resumed and continued to the end
of paragraph 45, page 11, as follows:

45, Odls, rendered ; Sod, seal, herring, and other fish oil, not speeially
provided for in this section, 3 cents per gallon; whale oil, 5 cents per
gallon ; sperm oil, 8 cents per gallon ; wool grease, Including that known
commercially as degras or brown wool grease, crude and not refined or
improved in wvalue or condition, 3 cent per pound; refined or Im-
proved in value or conditien, and not speeially provided for ia this
section, 3 cent per pound; Ianolin, 1 cent per pound; all other a
oilza rendered ofls and greases, and all combinations of the same, mot
speeially provided for im this section, 15 per cent ad valorem.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I should like to ask the Senator
in eharge of the bill why it is that the committee has increased
the rate upon lanolin.

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. Lanolin is an improved or refined
wool grease. I think it eame in as refined woel grease.

Mr. SMOOT. That is true.

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. When marked as lanolin and im-
ported as lanelin, a rate is provided here different from the
rate en wool grease. .

Mr. SMOOT. It is a refined wool grease, and under the pres-
ent law, by a decision of the courts, it enters this ecuntiry at
one-half cent per pound. The committee increased that rate
from one-half cent to 1 cent a pound.

I move, in the ease of lanolin, to strike out ‘1™ and insert “ 1.”

Mr. BRISTOW. Mr. President, as I understand, ¥anolin, as
bhns been said, is a refined wool grease. I should ke te tngnire
why it is that as soon as the wool leaves the sheep's baek the
committee proposes to begin to tax the woel and its various
by-produets?
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The same principle is involved here that was involved in the
potato and dextrine discussion. Wool is put on the free list;
that is, the product of thosz who produce the wool. It is the
finished product of the farmer, the man who owns the sheep.
When it leaves his hands it then takes a protective duty, not
only in its principal products, but in its by-products as well.

I sheuld like to know why it is any more desirable to put a
duty on the grease that is extracted from the wool than on the
wool before the grease is extracted.

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President——

. The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Kansas
vield to the Senator from New Hampshire?

Mr. BRISTOW. I yield.

Mr. GALLINGER. If the Senator will permit me, this par-
ticular article is a medicinal preparation, on which it is pro-
posed greatly to increase the duty—in fact, to double it. It
is used very largely in medicine.

Mr. BRISTOW. As the Senator from New Hampshire says,
this particular product of wool grease is a medicine.

Mr. GALLINGER. It has been so decided by the courts in a
test case.

Mr. NORRIS. If the Senator will yield, T do not suppose
he directed his query to me; but if no one else will answer, 1
will suggest that it seems to me it can be easily answered.
The duty under consgideration is levied against some one who is
sick and helpless and can not defend himself. It is a good
place to put it on.

Mr. BRISTOW. But, as I said in the discussion this
afternoon, the gravest objection I have to this bill is its un-
warranted diserimination. I should like to have some one who
is in favor of the bill, if he will, tell me why the man who takes
the grease from the wool is entitled to a protective duty on the
grease when he gets it out, while the farmer who grows the
wool on the back of the sheep is not given any protection on
the wool and the grease.

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. Mr. President, I will say that in
the case of all of these rendered oils there has been a large
reduction from the present duty. The rate in the present law is
an average of 25 per cent ad valorem. The specific rates we
fix here approximate 15 per cent ad valorem, so as to corre-
spond with the provision at the end of the paragraph for greases
not specifically enumerated in the paragraph. Lanolin before
this bore a duty of 25 per cent. We made the duty 1 cent per
pound, because the product varies largely in value, and that,
as given here in the handbook, is a little over 8 per cent ad
valorem.

Mr, SMOOT. The Senator must know that after the court
decision as to what lanolin really was, it came in at one-half
cent per pound. L

Mr. . JOHNSON of Maine. If it is marked as lanolin and
comes in as a medicine, this duty applies. Put up as such, it
comes in as lanolin. .

Mr. BRISTOW. Does the Senator from Maine concede as
correct the statement the Senator from Utah has made, that
under a court decision the present duty on this article, lanolin,
is half a cent per pound?

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine.
given in the handbook here. y

Mr. BRISTOW. In the handbook, yes; but the Senator
from Utah states that under a court decision the duty that
has been collected and is now being collected is but half a cent
a pound.

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. When it could not be distin-
guished, was not marked as lanolin, and did not come put up
as lanolin, it might come in as refined wool grease, so I have
been informed by the importers, and then it bore a duty of
half a cent a pound.

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator is wrong, because in the case of
Koechl against United States the court decided that when it
was a medicinal compound it came in at half a cent a pound.
Since that decision it has always come in as a medicinal com-
pound at half a cent a pound. Now the duty is increased 100

It is 25 per cent ad valorem, as

r cent.

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. It seems from the book here that
whatever came in in 1912 came in at a duty of 25 per cent.

Mr. SMOOT. I know the duty was 25 per cent before the
court’s decision, but since the decision, as the Senator will
find if he will write to the New York appraisers, it has come
into the United States at half a cent a pound under that de-
cision.

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. President, it will still come in at half
a cent a pound unless it is described as lanolin. Is not that
correct?

Mr. SMOOT. No; if it is deseribed as lanolin, it will come
in at 25 per cent. That is the trouble with the bill. If you

will make that half a cent a pound, you will have the same
rate that we have to-day.

Mr. BRISTOW. That, of course, the committee will doubt-
less correct. Evidently it is a mistake. I do not think they
intended to double the duty that now prevails on this article,
But my question, which I should like to have answered if
any Senator will answer it for me, is as to why there should
be a duty on the grease which is taken out of the wool when
there is no duty on the wool.

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. The same thing might be said of
fish oll and the other rendered oils in the same paragraph.
Fish is upon the free list in the bill, while the oil extracted
from the fish by rendering bears a duty. The paragraph as we
found it, as I say, bore a duty of 25 per cent ad valorem. We'
have reduced the duty to an equivalent ad valorem of 15 per
cent, making no distinction between wool grease and fish oil
and whale oil and the other rendered oils, but making a large
reduction.

Mr. BRISTOW. I will leave the discussion of lanolin to
other parties; but the Senator has stated the fact. I under-
stand the fact. I understand that wool is on the free list. The
objection I amr offering is that the man who produces the wool
and puts it npon the market, that being the result of his labor
and his effort, is not protected, while——

Mr. JOHNSOXN of Maine. Will the Senator yield for a
question ?

Mr. BRISTOW. Certainly.

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. Is it the Senator’s position that
whatever is made from an article that is on the free list
should itself be on the free list? Does the Senator contend
that in every instance where a raw material is upon the free
list the manufactured product should be upon the free list?

Mr, BRISTOW. No; the Senator from Kansas never has
taken any such position as that. The Senator from Kansas
is undertaking to find out why, when wool—not every other
article, but wool—is put on the free list, the grease that is
taken out of the wool should be dutiable.

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. The same question might be asked
as to fish and all other animal oils. They are on the free list.

Mr. BRISTOW. Yes; but I am asking as to wool.

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. They are on the free list, but the
oils produced from them are on the dutiable list,

Mr. BRISTOW, I am not asking as to fish. The inquiry I
make is in regard to wool.

Mr. CUMMINS. I should like to ask the Senator from Kan-
sas, if he has looked into the mattar, how it happened that in
1912 this commodity was worth 61.3 cents per pound, according
to this statement, and it is estimated that for the future it will
be worth only 12 cents per pound?

Mr. BRISTOW. If the Senator will look a little further he
will see that in 1910 it was worth only 11 cents per pound.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. The “6" has been put in the wrong
place. It should be “13.6.” It is evidently a misprint.

Mr. HUGHES. Yes; I noticed there was a misprint there.

Mr. CUMMINS. There are so many of these misprints that
one does not know when to rely upon these figures.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. It shows very clearly that it is a
misprint.

Mr. BRISTOW. I am waiting for a reply from somebody
responsible for this bill as to why a duty is put on the grease
that is taken out of the wool when there is no duty on the wool.
What is the principle of it?

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine, I have replied to the Senator. I
see no difference between wool and any of the other articles
from which greases and olls are extrocted. We have placed a
duty upon them here for revenue purposes and have not taken
into consideration in this connection wool itself, any more than
we have fish or cattle or any of the cther articles from which
oils are rendered.

Mr. BRISTOW, If this duty is imposed for revenue, does
not the Senator think a duty on wool would be very much more
productive of revenue than this?

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. We are not discussing the question
of wool. We are discussing oil and grease, and that is what I
understood the Senator to discuss. We will come to wool later.

Mr. BRISTOW. I am very sorry, but I have been trying to
find out why this article has a duty. The Senator states now
that other oils have duties, and therefore this has; but I do not
think the Senator put a duty on this simply because some other
oil had a duty.

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. Mr, President, I see no reason why
the oil from wool and the oil from fish and eattle should not all
be treated alike.

Mr. BRISTOW. Then I will ask why a duty is put on the
oil of wool or of fish? Why should the man who takes the
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grease out of wool or the oil out of fish be protected and the:m.un-

that raises the sheep and shears the wool or catches the fish not
be taken inte consideration? Why should this diserimination
be made?

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. As a Yankee, I will do what a
Yankee always has a right to do—answer one guestion by ask-
ing another. I will ask the Senator from Kansas again if he

believes that wherever raw materials are free the articles manu- |

factured from those raw materials should be free?

Mr. BRISTOW. No; I very readily answer the Senator. I
do not think that principle is a sound one. I am not asking for
any general proposition, however.

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. Then why does the Senator insist
that because wool is on the free list any oil or grease made
from wool shonld be on the free list?

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President, I desire to eall the attention
of the Senator from Kansas to the fact that oils, generally
speaking, are not on the dutiable list. If the Benator will turn
to paragraph 566 of the free list, he will find that birch tar,
eajeput, coconut, cod, cod-liver, cottonseed, croton, and several
other kinds of oil that I shall not attempt to pronounce, many
other kinds of oil, are on the free list. Why should not these
oils also be on the free list?

. SMOOT. And they cost more to extract than lanelin

costs.

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. In reply to the question of the
Senator from Jowa, I will say that the oils enumerated in
paragraph 566, as the Senator from Utah knows, are largely
used in the manufacture of paints and varnishes. Chinese nut
oil, soya-bean oil, and so forth, have always been upon the free
list. We mnade a very heavy cut in all paints and varnishes,
cutting them from 30 per cent to 15 per cent ad valorem. They
have always had these oils which are used in making paints
and varnishes upen the free list, and at this time, when we
made this very deep cut in the duties on paints and warnishes,
it did not seem fair to the committee to put their raw materials
upon the dutiable list.

Mr. SMOOT, Can the Senator, then, give any reason
w S

The VICE PRESIDENT. Let us go ahead in solos and not
have duets.

Mr. BRISTOW. I yield to the Benator from Utah if he
desires to be i

recognized.

Mr, SMOOT. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Kansas yields to
the Senator from Utah.
~ Mr. SMOOT. I was going to ask the Senator what excuse
there is for puiting expressed oils on the dutiable list, as has
been done here, particularly those that have been mentioned,
and then putting upon the dutiable list the distilled and essen-
tial oils that have been on the free list for years?

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. I am very willing to answer the

question. Those oils enter into the manufacture of perfumeries

and articles which are luxuries, and which can well bear the
duty. We have given a high rate upon perfumeries—a higher
rate than in the Payne bﬂl—but they go into articles which
are laxuries,

Mr. SMOOT. Does the Senator say the committee has given
a higher rate on perfumeries than was given in the Payne-
Aldrich bill?

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. It is about the same rate. We
raised it from 50 per cent, I think, to about 60 per cent.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President——

The VICH PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Kansas
¥ield to the Senator from Nebraska?

Mr. BRISTOW. I yield to the Senator from Nebragka.

Mr. NORRIS. Referring particularly to the answer just
made to the Senator from Utah by the Senator from Maine,
when he says that the committee have placed the other ofls
mentioned on the dutiable list because they are used in the
making of perfumery, which is a luxury——

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. That was my answer.

AMr. NORRIS. Why should the committee raise the duty on
the particular oil about which the Senator from Kamnsas is
inguiring, and which, as I understand, is a medicine?

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. We have not raised the duty; we
have reduced the duty. When it comes in under the trade-
mark * lanolin,” and it does so come in, as a medicinal prepa-
ration, it has to bear the duty which is given here.

Mr. NORRIS. As I understand, the raw material out of
which this product is made is placed on the free list.

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. Yes.

Mr. NORRIS. Therefore that in itself wonld have a tendency
to make it necessary, if you wanted to equalize it, to lower
the duty on the product. It seems to me that this is an in-

stance where the theory of the Senator ought to operate prac«
tically to put this particular article on the free list; because,
as I understand the facts, it is not only a mecessity, but a
necessity in case of sickness and distress.

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. We have reduced the duty from
25 per cent to 8 per cent.

Mr. BRISTOW. But the court decision——

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. I mean upon the article when it
comes in under its trade name, “lanolin’; not as wool grease,
but when marked * lanolin,” and coming in as lanolin.

Mr. BRISTOW. I will let the Senator from Utah take care
of the lanolin part of it. That is his amendment. I wish to
get back to wool. I am rather persistent in regard to this item,
because it illustrates the principle upon which the bill seems to -

1 have been constructed, and I have a very pronounced objection

to that prineciple.

I made the statement this afternoon, in discussing the duty
on potatoes and potato starch, that the bill seemed to be drawn
for the special purpese of discriminating against the American
farmer, the agricultural interests of the country. The cry was
raised that potatoes were a food product mecessary on every
lAimerican table, and therefore that they should be on the Tree

‘Woaol, I suppose, is put on the free list because clothing is
made from +wool; I suppose that will be the argument; and
therefore it will have a tendency to cheapen the clothing. I
repeat, because I want to- get this in the mind of every Senator
so that it will not escape him, wool, the product of the labor and.
effort of the American farmer, is placed upon the free list. He
is given no protective duty whatever. But the very minute that
the wool leaves the farmer, then not only is it on the protective
list, but its by-products are on the protective list. The man who
takes the wool and washes it-and takes the grease out of it
geis a protective duty by this bill for the labor he puts in the
exfracting of the grease from that wool. If he buys that wool
abroad and ships it in he gets the same protective duty as
against the foreign producer of the wool grease,

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. President——

Mr. BRISTOW. 1 yield to the Senator from Texas.

l[rg SHEPPARD, What duty would the Senator put on raw,

Mr. BRISTOW. I would put about 80 per cent if I were
fixing it.

Mr, SHEPPARD. What duty would you put on clothing?

Mr. BRISTOW., Well, I should think if there was a duty
on wool of 80 per cent, probably the duty in this bill would not
be much out of the way. I voted for a wool bill last year pre-
pared by the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. La Forierre].

Mr. SHEPPARD., What dunty did it put on ¢lothing?

Mr. BRISTOW. On clothing, from 30 to 50 per cent.

Mr. SHEPPARD. And a duty on wool of about 20 per cent?

Mr. BRISTOW, Twenty-nine per cent.

Mr., SHEPPARD. Then why do you discriminate against
the owner of the raw material by putting so much more on the
finished product than on the raw material?

Mr. BRISTOW. Becanse there is more labor in the cloth.

Mr. SHEPPARD. But why make the discrimination?

Mr. BRISTOW. I undertake to compensate for the addi-
tional labor,

AMr. SHEPPARD. Exactly. A dunty on the raw material
always leads to a higher tax on the finighed product.

Mr, BRISTOW. Of course, a duty on the raw material; but
if you are imposing a duty on the finished product, why do you
favor the man who takes the wool when he buys it from the
farmer and protect him on up until the cloeth is made and leave
the farmer out of the proposition?

Mr. SHEPPARD. You make the same discrimination and
a greater one.

Mr. BRISTOW. Neo: we make me similar discrimination at
all. We give a protective duty to the woolgrower and then,
we add te that whatever is necessary to maintain the American
Bmogldard of wages in the production of the articles made from
wool.

Mr. SHEPPARD. You put a higher duty on the finished
product than on the raw material.

Mr, BRISTOW, Of course that is mecessary, but will the
Senator from Texas answer me this -question, since the Senator
in charge of the hill seems to hesitate to do it: Why is the
man who takes the grease out of the wool entifled to a pro-
tective duty when the man who produces the wool and sells it
to the man wheo takes the grease out of it is withont the pro-
tection of a duty?

Mr. SHEPPARD. A duty on the raw materinl compels a
higher duty on the finished product for the very reason that
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Jprompts the Senator when he puts a duty on raw wool to put
a higher duty on cloth.

Mr. BRISTOW. The Senator is mistaken.

Mr. SHEPPARD. A higher duty, because it involves compen-
satory duty.

Mr, BRISTOW. The Senator is mistaken. This bill puts
exactly the same duty on grease that the law now provides.

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. No; it is a large reduction. The
Senator is wrong.

: Mr. BRISTOW. Let me see. I am going by these figures
here. It may be wrong, but I will read it. Grease of wool,
including a lot of other things here——

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. It was a half a cent a pound and
we made it a quarter of a cent a pound.

Mr. BRISTOW. It was one-fourth of a cent a pound in 1912
according to these figures.

AMr. SMOOT. A quarter of a cent is right.

Mr. BRISTOW. One-half of a cent and one-half a cent
under grease of wool; that-is, the crude grease refined. In one
instance it is one-fourth in 1912

Mr. SMOOT. In paragraph 290 of the present law the Senator
will find the rate. It is a quarter of a cent, just as he states it.
It says here—

koown commercially as degras, or brown wool grease, crude and not
refined, or improved in value or condition, one-fourth of 1 cent per

pound.

It is the same that it is here.

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. The Senator is right. I have to
confess I had the duty upon the refined.

Mr. BRISTOW. I would be glad if my friend from Texas
should tell me why he is in favor of continuning protection on the
fellow who takes the grease out of the wool the same in this bill
as in the present law, while he does not continue the protection
on the man who grows the wool.

Mr. SHEPPARD. I do not think we should approach tariff
legislation from the standpoint of the man who gets a benefit
from tariff duties, but from the standpoint of the American
people as a whole. No man has a right to say that a tax shall
be levied on any article he produces, but the American people
have a right from the standpoint of their own good to say
what article shall be taxed, even if that tax carries a benefit
with it, and although some other article may be left without
a tax, It is to the interest of the people at large to have taxes
placed on the finished product rather than upon the raw ma-
terial that enters into the finished product.

Mr. BRISTOW. Wherein do the people at large benefit by
continuing the duty on wool grease?

Mr. SHEPPARD. As I understand it, the general principle
anderlying the bill is to put raw material where we can on
the free list, because we are thereby enabled to reduce the
duties more easily on the finished product.

Mr. BRRISTOW. There is no reduction on wool grease, and
that is the raw material for the manufacturer who buys it to
use it.

Mr. SHEPPARD. That is an item of comparative unim-
portance so far as the entire bill is concerned. I am not
familiar with the intricacies of the chemical schedule. My
object in answering the Senator was to explain why we are
endeavoring to put raw materials on the free list.

Mr. BRISTOW. All raw materials do not go on the free list.

Mr. SHEPPARD. I understand that. I am speaking of the
general rule underlying the principle of free raw material.

Mr. BRISTOW. I am sorry that the Senator can not or
does not undertake to answer the question as to why it is neces-
sary to maintain the present duty on wool grease and not
retain or place any duty on wool at all. Why is the duty put
on wool grease?

Mr. SHEPPARD. Why do you put a higher duty on manu-
factured articles than you do on raw material ?

Mr. BRISTOW. I have tried to explain that it is——

Mr. SHEPPARD. It is due to the nature of the manufac-
tured articles, is it not, as compared with the nature of the raw
materials? The Senator said something about more labor enter-
ing into the manufactured article, did he not?

Mr. BRISTOW. Yes; but then the raw material of this man
is put on the free list, while his duty is maintained to just the
extent that it was before.

Mr. SHEPPARD. That is true; but we can not apply our
principles entirely at one effort. We are making these reduc-
tions on a conservative plan. The same reason which calls for
the difference of duty between raw material and the manu-
factured article, to which the Senator refers, is the reason which
I cite as prompting a higher rate on clothing than on raw wool.

Mr. BRISTOW. Now, let me see. The Senator is in favor of

free raw material and a duty on the finished product. The

finished product of the farmer is the fleece of wool. That is
the product of his labor. That is what he has to sell. Now,
the Senator is not in favor of putting a duty on the finished
product of the farmer because it happens to be the raw material
of some manufacture, but whenever he gets to the finished
product of the manufacturer then he is in favor of a duty.

Mr. SHEPPARD. Yes, Mr. President; in favor of a low duty
on the finished produect, because it is best for the American
people to frame tariff laws in that way.

Mr. BRISTOW. Yes; it is in the interest of the American
people, according to the Senator from Texas, to put the Amer-
ican farmer in competition with all mankind for what he pro-
duces as the result of his labor, but not to put him on the same
basis when he buys the clothes that he wears.

Mr. SHEPPARD. He will get his clothing cheaper.

Mr. BRISTOW. He has to pay a duty on it because it passes
through the hands of the American manufacturer,

Mr, SHEPPARD., I can not, of course, go entirely into the
whole proposition the Senator is submitting now, but I under-
stand the object of putting the raw material on the free lisc
is to reduce the duty on' the finished product as close to a
revenue basis as we can, and thereby lighten the burden on the
whole American people as far as we can.

Mr. BRISTOW. I see. Let us look at it again.

Mr. SHEPPARD. You give a compensatory duty for every
tax you levy on the raw material.

Mr. BRISTOW. That is, the farmer is put on the free list
with his wool. The Senator says that putting him on the free
list makes it possible for him to get his clothing cheaper. He
gives the manufacturer protection as soon as he gets the wool.
It makes no difference what he does with it; everything from
the time the wool leaves the farm until it is consumed in these
various forms is made dutiable; there is a protective duty put
on it

The Senator says thereby the farmer gets his clothing cheaper.
How much cheaper? Just as much cheaper as the duty on wool
being taken off cheapens the product; that is, you deduct
from the price of his clothes the amount you take from the
price of his wool and leave him standing just where he was,
taxed for the benefit of the manufacturer for every operation
from the time the wool leaves the sheep’s back until it is worn
out by the farmer and his family.

Mr, SHEPPARD, But you always place an additional tax
on the finished product when you put a duty on the raw mate-
rial. I think that offsets any benefit the farmer may gain
from the duty on the raw material.

Mr. BRISTOW. We give him the same advantage and apply
to him the same rule that is applied to men engaged in other
industries and we do not single him out alone and put him in
competition with all mankind.

Mr. SHEPPARD. You single him out by deluding him with
duties that are fictitious on most of his products. You not
only oppress him with protective duties on what he buys, but
insult his intelligence by trying to make him believe that the
duties on most of his produets are beneficial,

Mr, BRISTOW. Delude him with a fictitious duty? If the
fictitious duty is of no good, if it does not increase the farmer's
price, then why do you want to take it off?

Mr. SHEPPARD. In order to prevent you from insulting his
intelligence any further.

Mr. BRISTOW. That is a very polite and intelligent answer
from the distinguished statesman from Texas.

Mr. SHEPPARD. I am exceedingly obliged to the Senator
from Kansas. I think that my answer will compare in intelli-
gence with the luminous contribution he is making to this
discussion. A

Mr. BRISTOW. That is a very delightful way to get out of
answering a question that can not be answered without ad-
mitting the grave injustice that is charged, that this bill ap-
parently deliberately undertakes fto deprive the American
farmer of the advantage that he would receive from the pro-
tective tariff duties and still maintains upon the manufactured
articles which he iz compelled to buy these protective duties.

Mr. SHEPPARD. The Senator will not be able to make the
American farmer believe a fallacy of that kind.

Mr. BRISTOW. That may be.

"Mr, SMITH of Georgia. He is convineing us.

Mr. BRISTOW. The Senator from Georgia suggests that “he
is convinecing us.” I understand the futility of this argument.
When we were discussing the potato and dextrine duties, Sena-
tors rose on that side and said they did not believe this duty
ought to be maintained as high as it was, but when the roll call
came they voted to maintain it; that is, they voted against what
they believe to be right. Senators may be willing to bind them-

selves in the secret chambers of a party caucus to vote against
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their conscience, but I do not believe that it is a policy that will
meet the approval of the American people.

Mr. REED. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. ' Does the Senator from Kansas
yield to the Senator from Missouri?

Mr, BRISTOW. I gladly yield to the Senator from Missouri.

Mr. REED. Of course, I can understand why a man without
a party should object to any other man belonging to a party.
I can also understand why a man unable to agree with his own
party and unable to agree with himself should object to a num-
ber of men meeting and counseling together and agreeing upon a
policy. But the thing that struck me with wonder and amaze-
ment as I have sat here this afternoon listening to the argu-
ment which the Senator from Kansas says in advance he knows
will be futile, and therefore it would seem it ought not to be
made, because a futile argument is a mere waste of time——

Mr. BRISTOW. Mr. President——

Mr. REED. The thing that struck me with surprise was how
the American farmer struggled along in this country for some
two or three hundred years before the Senator from Kansas ap-
peared upon the floor of the United States Senate as guardian ad
litem for all rural folk.

Mr. BRISTOW. Mr. President——

Mr. REED, I—

Mr. BRISTOW. Mr. President, I have the floor, I believe.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair understood the Senator
from Kansas to yield to the Senator from Missouri.

Mr. BRISTOW. I decline to yield any further.

Mr. REED. Well, Mr. President, in view of that statement
I will quit the floor.

The VICE PRESIDENT. In view of that statement the Sen-
ator from Missouri is out of order.

Mr. BRISTOW. I am perfectly willing that the Senator from
Missouri shall indulge in his oratorical pyrotechnics in his own
time whenever he sees fit to indulge in such personalities. I
shall be very glad to yield to him to answer this question. Why
does the Senator from Missouri favor a duty on the grease that
is taken out of the wool, when he does not favor a duty on the
wool as it comes from the sheep's back?

Mr. REED, Mr. President

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Kansas
yield to the Senator from Missouri?

Mr. BRISTOW. Very glndly I yield, if the Senator can an-
swer that question.

Mr. REED. I think that question is so easily ﬂnswere(l that
I iam11;111‘131'11%13'1[ the SBenator has spent so much time wrestling
with it.

In the first place, I might answer that if the Senator ecan
just transport himself intellectually from the platform of the
protectionist, levying a tax for graft purposes, to the position of
the man who wants to levy a tax for revenue purposes, he will
have no difficulty in understanding why a great raw material,
used by all the people of the country, should go untaxed. If he
will only remember that we have to levy taxes upon some arti-
cles in order to get revenue, he will have no great difficulty in
understanding why we might have the temerity to lay a tax
upon oil that happens to be extracted from wool.

That is a complete answer, I think, to the whole question ; but
if I might have the attention of the Senator from Kansas I
should like to ask him a question.

Mr. BRISTOW. Just a moment, and I will yield to the Sena-
tor for that purpose. I understand the Senator is in favor of
putting a duty on wool grease for revenue purposes.

Mr. REED. Yes; anything that we want to tax for revenue
purposes, whatever it is.

Mr. BRISTOW. The duty collected on——

Mr. REED. I do not care whether the revenue derived f.rom
wool grease is great or small. I am not interested in that. If
it is small it hurts nobody. If it is great it benefits us in
revenue.

Mr. BRISTOW. The duty collected on wool grease last year
was $225,000, while, if I remember rightly, the duty on wool
was about $16,000,000, or several millions at least.

Mr. REED. Very well. Now, I should like to ask the Sena-
tor from Kansas a question from his protectionist standpoint.

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. The Senator, I think, read the
wrong figures when he gave the amount of duty collected. I
think the Senator did not mean to read the figures on wool
grease as he gave them.

Mr. BRISTOW. Grease of wool, crude, $210,000.

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine. But that was the value of it; the
duty did not amount to that.

Mr. BRISTOW. The duties amounted to $26,000. I beg the
Seaator’s pardon. The duty on wool was about $14,000,000 last
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year. So that, for the purpose of collecting revenue, I should
think a duty on wool would be very much better.

Mr. REED. Certainly we could get more revenue from wool,
but we do not choose to levy a tax on wool because it is an
article of such general consumption and is so much of a neces-'
sity that we saw fit to take the tax off, particularly in view of
the fact that under the protective tariff upon wool, which has
been a tremendous burden to the American people, we have
found the flocks and herds of this country, considered with
relation to the population, constantly decreasing. We have also
found that about 80 or 90 per cent of the sheep are owned by
a few men in western States, and we have found that when
we levied a tax upon wool that tax was added to all the other
taxes levied on the finished product and finally was paid by the
consumer eight or ten fold. Now, I should like to ask the
Senator this question—

Mr. BRISTOW. Just a moment.
propose to tax cloth made from wool?

Mr. REED. Because we must have revenue. The Senator
from Kansas seems to be utterly unable to understand that some
things may properly be on the free list whereas others may
properly be taxed.

Let me ask the Senator, Does he believe that nothing should
be on_, the free list? Will the Senator just answer that yes
or no? ;

Mr. BRISTOW. No; I have not taken any such position
as that; certainly not.

Mr. REED. If certain things ought to be——

Mr. BRISTOW. Wait a moment.

Mr. REED. Let me ask the Senator another question. If
certain things ought to be upon the free list, then you concede
by that that all things should not be taxed, do you not? That
brings us down simply to the question of whether wool is a
thing which ought or not to be taxed; and that is a matter
which lies in the future. Now, I should like to ask this ques-
tion——

Mr. BRISTOW. Just a moment.

Mr. REED. If wool were taxed, as the Senator believes it
ought to be—

Mr. BRISTOW.
ment:

Mr. REED. I should like to finish my question.

Mr. BRISTOW. I should first like an answer to the question
which I asked the Senator, and then I should be very glad
to listen to his question. I asked the Senator why he favored
a tax on woolen cloth and not a tax on wool, and I understood
him to say it was because he wanted to get a revenue from the
woolen cloth.

Mr. REED. Oh, no. The Senator from Kansas did not ask
the guestion in that form, nor did he get that kind of an
answer. He asked me why I favored free wool.

Mr. BRISTOW. No; I asked the Senator why he favored a
duty on woolen cloth.

Mr. REED. I say to the Senator that I do not favor a duty
on woolen cloth except on one principle, and that is that we
must levy taxes in order to get revenue; and that is the reason
the tax is levied in this bill.

Mr. BRISTOW., Why should it be levied on woolen ecloth
any more than on the wool?

Mr. REED. Has my friend from Kansas abandoned his
grease proposition now?

Mr. BRISTOW. No; I am perfectly willing to——

Mr. REED. I want to take up grease for a little while,

Mr. BRISTOW. I am perfectly willing to go back to grease
by and by, but the Senator from Missouri said, in answer to
my question—at least I understood him to say—that he was
in favor of free wool, because it was universally used by the
American people.

Mr. REED. Yes.

Mr. BRISTOW. And then I asked him——

Mr. REED. And I will give the Senator another reason.

Mr. BRISTOW. I ask him why, if he is in favor of free
wool, because it is universally used, he is in favor of a duty on
woolen cloth which, of course, is also universally used?

Mr. REED. Because we must levy a tax upon some article
in order to get revenue—

Mr. BRISTOW. BSo, the Senator—

Mr. REED. One moment—in order to get money to run tha
Government. We have levied it in this instance upon a finishel
product. By levying a duty upon a finished product you place
the tax more lightly upon the people than when you levy it
upon the raw material, for in that event the tax upon the raw
material is carried on into the finished produect, and it is
multiplied by the profits that are added continually in the proe-

Why does the Senator

If the Senator will pardon me just a mo-
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ess of manufacture, mntil the people actually pay eight or ten
times the amount ef the tariff levied upon the raw material.
That is ene reason.

I want te say that, of course, the Senator understands that
when you come to levy tariff rates, unless youn provide an ab-
solutely horizontal rate upon everything, there will necessarily
be this incongruity of which the Senator speaks. It has been in
every bill that has ever been passed by a Republican Congress;
it has been in every bill which the Senator himself has ever
proposed, and he well understands that fact. I wanted to ask
him this simple, little question in regard to grease—for I want
to get back to grease, if I can get him there——

Mr. BRISTOW. First, let us get through with this and then
let us go back te grease. The Senator has presented very clearly
his view in regard to levying a duty upen the finished product
of the manufacturer and eliminating it from the finished
product of the farmer.

Mr, REED, Oh, that is a mere verbal dodge, Mr. President.
The Senator understands the principle that if there is any
benefit to the manufacturer out of the tariff which is levied
there is an incidental protection. If that does tend to build
up manufactures, if that theory be true, then that makes that
much of a market to the farmer. That is the kind of argument
you have been making for 50 years, and you can not get away
from it now.

Mr. BRISTOW. Not quite for b0 years.

Mr. REED. Well, the Senator has not been individually
making it for 50 years, but his party has.

I want to come back to grease, if I can get the Senator there.

Mr. BRISTOW. Wait until we get through with this. The
Senator from Missouri is, therefore, perfectly willing that the
manufacturer shall have the advantage of incidental protection,
but he is not willing that the farmer shall have it.

+ Mr. REED. I am not willing that the manufacturer shall
have the benefit of incidental protection unless it is something
‘swhich necessarily follows the levying of the tax. So far as I
am concerned, I never have voted, and I do not think I ever
ghail vote, for any measure to protect anyone; but so long as
we have to levy a tax in order to get revenue it of course fol-
lows that there will be some incidental protection which can
not be escaped.

Mr. BRISTOW. And in imposing a duty for revenue on rice
and peanuts and articles of that kind there is an incidental
protection the same as on cloth; but the Senator is not willing
that the farmers who grow potatoes or the farmers who grow
‘avool shall enjoy the benefit of that incidental protection which
under his system the manufacturer receives.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I am not willing that the great
“raw materials which go into and constitute the very essentials
|of life shall be burdened any more than possible. Therefore
'TI am not in favor of a tax on iron ore, and if I should say
that I were in favor of a tax upon the iron produced from the

| ore it would not mean that I was in favor of it because I wanted
{to favor the iron manufacturer over the owner of the ore, but
"§t would simply mean that I was in favor of furnishing the
iu&merican people with that which they have to consume at the

least possible price. Beginning with that thought, the first
{ conclusion & man arrives at is that so far as possible raw
- materials ought to be free. Therefore we make iron ore free;
we make copper free——

Mr. BRISTOW. What about zine and lead?

Mr. REED. And we make a great many other articles free.
We have not carried it to every kind and variety of raw ma-
, terial, and in so far as we have failed to do that, because of the
! revenue which must be raised, we bave failed to arrive at an
| ideal condition; but does it lie in the mouth of*a representa-
tive of the party which has levied a tax two or three times

| as high as we propose in this bill to complain becaunse our
,cuts are not deeper than they are? It seems to me that it
{is a case not only of Satan reproving sin, but it is a case of
. Satan reproving righteousness.

Mr. BRISTOW. That is an opinion to which I do not care
to reply so far as that is concerned.

Mr. REED. It is an astounding thing to see a high protec-
tionist stand on the floor of the United States Senate and
denounce the Democrats because they do not make a further

- cut, when he knows that he is going to vote against this bill be-
cause, according to his ideas, it cuts too deep, and when he knows
that he is going back to the State of Kansas to tell the people

| there that he is in favor of that policy of protection which, he
asserts, lifts American manhood to a higher plane than is occu-
pied by the people of any other country. It is an astounding
thing to find men who voted for the Payne-Aldrich bill standing
upon the other side of the Senate denouncing us because our

dret&m is mot more complete and because our cuts have not been
eeper.

Mr. BRISTOW. Mr. President, the Senator——

Mr. REED. I do not mean the Senator from Kansas voted
for the Payne-Aldrich bill, but many Senators on the other side
did vote for that measure.

Mr. BRISTOW. Mr. President, the Senator is wandering far
afield in this discussion.

Mr. REED. And as I look every day at the Senator and
recall that he was once in revolt against his party organization,
and contrast his former revolutionary tendencies with his
present amicable attitude, I am constrajined to remark how
beautiful and pleasant a thing it is for brethren to dwell to-
gether in unity.

Mr. BRISTOW. That is another one of the Senator's very
telling arguments upon the merits of the duties in this bill.

Mr. REED. Of course I do not expect to please the Senator
in logic, manner, or matter, but I want to bring him back to
grease, if I can induce him to return to that delightful subject.

Mr. BRISTOW. I am perfectly willing to do so. The Senator
says he is in favor of free iron ore. Is he in favor of free zine
and free lead?

Mr. REED. I voted for them in caucus.

Mr. BRISTOW. Will he vote for them in the Senate?

Mr. REED. No, sir; I propose to abide by the decision of the
caucus.

Mr. BRISTOW. Right or wrong?

Mr. REED. No, sir; but with a bill of 4,000 items no man
could be pleased with every item unless he wrote the bill him-
self, and I think probably there would be 4,000 different bills if
there were 4,000 men to write them. Sensible men who are
not entirely wedded to their own opinions are willing, for the
sake of making some progress in the right direction, to concede
something to the intelligence and patriotism of their associates,
;nd I beleng to the eclass that is willing to make that conces-

on.

AMr. BRISTOW. Yes; I understand the Senator is in favor
of caucus legislation, instead of legislation in the Senate.

Mr. REED. I am not in favor of caucus legislation, but I am
in favor of men who believe in a certain policy agreeing upon
that policy and in a practical way trying to carry it out, par-
ticularly when I find the men who are opposed to it acting in
more perfect harmony and umnison than they ever were able to
get after they had a caucus of their own. There is a caucus
that is more binding than a political ecaucus, and that is the
caucus of the interests which have controlled the Republican
Party and financed its campaigns for the last 25 years. There
is a tie that binds more closely even than the honor of gentle-
men expressed in a caucus, and that is the tie of the great cap-
italistic forces, which have made a cat's-paw and tool of the
Republican Party for many years.

Mr. BRISTOW. And the bill which the Senator is sup-
porting is more in the interest of those great financial interests
than it is of the men who are in the grasp of those great finan-
cial interests.

Mr. REED. The Senator will have difficulty in demonstrat-
ing that.

Mr. BRISTOW. I propose to answer the Senator for a mo-
ment. I believe the bill which the Senator is now supporting
puts on the free list articles not controlled by the great com-
binations of this country and retains a duty on articles which
are controlled by the great combinations of the country, and
the Senator knows it. The very item we are now discussing
puts on the free list wool grown on the American farm and
preserves a protective duty on the products made from the
wool after it leaves the American farm. -

Mr, WILLIAMS. Is there a wool-grease trust?

Mr. REED. If the Senator’s vociferous voice and tragic
attitude could only be preserved by the graphophone and the
camera and exposed to the citizens of Kansas, they would un-
derstand at once what a gallant fight he has made in the Sen-
ate in thelr interests; but, Mr. President, they neither intimi-
date nor convince. As I heard the Senator lift his voice I
thought of the old Biblical guotation which I think HElijah
uttered, although I do mot think I can quote it with exactness.

Mr. BRISTOW. I am surprised the Senator can not quote
it correctly.

Mr. REED. I am sure if I were submitting it only to the
Senator he would hardly know whether or not the guotation
was correct. .

Mr. BRISTOW. The Senator from Kansas assumes——

Mr. REED.- But there may be some biblical scholars upon
the other side, hence I desire to be reasonably exact. It runs
something like this——
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Mr. BRISTOW. The Senator from Kansas does not claim
to be the expert student of Biblical affairs as is the Senator
from Missouri.

Mr. REED. No, Mr. President; he has spent too much time
on grease and wool to know much about theology.

AMlr. BRISTOW. I think it would be more fitting in this
debate if the Senator from Missouri would devote a little time
to grease and wool, rather than to the style of argument in
which he has been indulging in my time for the last 20 minutes.

Mr. REED. I am trying to sharpen my intellectual faculties
by rubbing up against the Senator from Kansas. But, as I was
about to say, when he lifted his voice to so high a pitch and
poured it forth in such a resistless volume, I thought of what
the old prophet said to some of the priests of Baal. In sub-
stance, he said to them—I do not claim to be exact—" Lift up
your voices and cry aloud; your gods are afar off.” I thought
how well that applied in this particular instance—the false
gods of the protectionist have been banished. But I want to
bring the Senator back to grease, for that is the point from
which we started.

Mr. BRISTOW. The Senator’'s style of oratory, in which he
g0 much delights, is very agreeable to him and his associates.
I do not myself like to indulge in that kind of rhetoric; I myself
should prefer to argue the merits of this bill rather than indulge
in personal observations.

Mr. REED. Why, Mr. President, if I have made a personal
observation——

Mr. BRISTOW. If the Senator from Missouri has any argu-
ment to make or any reasons to assign in regard to the duties
contained in this bill, I shall gladly yield him all the time he
desires, but I do not care to yield time to have him indulge in
the kind of oratory to which I have just been listening.

Mr. REED. Now, Mr. President, I would not have the Sena-
tor from Kansas on any account think that I bhave been per-
sonal. I hold him in too high esteem for that. I simply did
not want the Senator from Kansas to advance upon me in a
manner so belligerent, because it shocked my sensibility. I
merely thought to give the controversy a pleasant turn.

Mr. President, I want to ask the Senator from Kansas a
little, simple question. I have been trying to do it for half an
hour. He complains that there is a duty placed upon the
grease that comes from the wool, and not a duty upon the
wool. Under the present law you taxed the wool, and you taxed
the grease in the wool, did you not?

Mr. BRISTOW. There ig a duty on wool, and the same duty
on the grease that this bill earries.

Mr. REED. One further question: You claim, of course,
that that duty upon the wool and upon the grease benefited the
farmer?

Mr. BRISTOW. The duty upon the wool does, T think; yes.

Mr. REED. And upon the grease, because it was with the
wool?

Mr. BRISTOW. The duty upon the wool.

Mr. REED. Does the Senator say that the farmer did not
get the benefit of the duty upon the grease that was in the wool
he took off the sheep?

Mr. BRISTOW. I do not think so. He has a duty on the
wool.

Mr. REED. Did he not also get a duty upon the grease?

Mr. BRISTOW. He got the duty on the raw wool.

Mr. REED. Did not the wool have the grease in it?

Mr. BRISTOW. YWhy, certainly.

Mr. REED. The Senator’s complaint seems to boil down to
this: That we took the duty off the wool, which was one of the
farmer’s products, but we did not take it off the grease that
is in the wool, which is also a farmer’s product, and therefore
we have been very wicked, because we did not entirely deprive
him of all duty, not only on the wool, but on the grease.

Mr. BRISTOW. If the Senator will give me his attention
for just a moment, he will find out that his argument would be
a little more forcible if he would inform himself as to the facts.

Mr. REED. 1 shall be willing to sit at the feet of the Senator
and get the facts.

Mr. BRISTOW. I do not ask the Senator to sit at the feet of
anybody, but simply to read the document the committee has
furnished him.

If the Senator please, there is in the present law a duty on
wool, The bill which it is proposed to substitute for the
present law puts wool on the free list. When the farmer sells
the wool he has sold his product. The man that buys the wool
begins to manufacture it into its various products. One of the
by-produets of the manufacturing process is grease. For the
extraction of the grease from the wool the manufacturer is
given a protection of a quarter of a cent a pound in the Payne-
Aldrich bill and the same protection in the present bill.

My inquiry is, Why should the man who extracts the grease
from the wool receive a protection of a quarter of a cent a
pound for the work he performs in this operation, when the man
who produces the wool itself receives no protection at all?

Mr. REED. Can not the Senator see this? I see it, or at
least, T think I see it. It may be, as the Senator politely sug-
gests, that if I knew more about the subject I would talk less.
I may be entirely in the dark about the matter. But it seems
to me that if there is a tax, not only upon the woel, but upon
the grease that is in the wool, and that is a benefit to the
farmer, if you take the tax off the wool itself, and the farmer
comes to the market to sell his wool, he has that wool to sell
with the grease in it, and if there is a tax left upon the grease
in the wool which adds to its value, the manufacturer will
naturally pay him a little more for the wool, because there is
that tax upon the grease, provided there is anything in the Sen-
ator’s theory that the tax increases the price. Now, the fact that
the grease itself is not accessible until it has been exiracted does
not at all detract from the fact that if a man is buying an
article*a part of which is taxed, if the tax does increase the
price, that benefit will go to the farmer.

Mr. BRISTOW. Will the Senator give me his attention for a
moment?

Mr. REED. I do not care to argue the matter, but I will
listen to the Senator.

Mr. BRISTOW. I shall be very glad if the Senator will
give me his attention for a moment. I think I ean show where
he is wrong, and I think he will admit that he is wrong.

The farmer =ells the wool to the manufacturer. The manu-
facturer buys the wool the world over. He gets it from Aus-
tralia, from South America, and, we will say, from Ohio. There
is no duty whatever on the wool. The farmer in Ohio competes
with the farmers in the other countries of the world.

We will say that the wool reaches the city of Boston, and
there it commands the same price for the same quality. The
farmer receives no protection. The manufacturer takes the
wool and begins to extract from it the grease contained therein.
He gets a protection of a quarter of a cent a pound on the grease
extracted from the wool that is produced in foreign countries
just the same as he gets a protection of a quarter of a cent
a pound on the grease extracted from the wool that is grown
in this country.

So the woolgrower has no protection whatever and gets no
benefit whatever from the protective duty that is imposed on
grease; but the manufacturer who extracts the grease has a
quarter of a cent a pound protection against the manufacturer
in England who is extracting grease in the same way. So when
the grease would be shipped from England to the United States
it would pay that duty, while the wool shipped from England to
the United States would pay no duty at all.

Does the Senator understand now that the farmer gets no
advantage?

Mr. REED. No; I do not understand that. I understand
just the converse of that; and if the Senator will listen to me
I think I can show him that the converse is true.

Mr. BRISTOW. If the Senator can not understand that, I
regret that I am unable to make it plain to him.

Mr. REED. It may be very plain to the Senator from Kan-
sas and yet not so clear to others. It seems to me it is simply
a question of degree.

If there is a tax levied upon the grease that is in the wool,
the fact that there is shipped here from England wool containing
grease, which is to be extracted by the manufacturer, and that
that comes in free, may be admiited. But if all the grease in
this country comes either from American wool or from wool
that is shipped in here, then it follows that the protective tariff
would have no effect whatever. But the minute the Senator
says there is any grease to be shipped into this country in addi-
tion to that which comes in the wool itself the protective prin-
ciple operates, and it operates to help increase the price of the
American farmer's wool, because one of the things in that wool,
to wit, the grease, is protected. So the Senator’'s argument only
goes to the point that the protectfon is not all received by the
farmer.

Mr:? BRISTOW. Will the Senator yield to me for just a mo-
ment
Mr. REED. I think that answers the Senator’s question. I

think the Senator sees the point.

Mr. BRISTOW. I want to show the Senator that it does
not answer my question, and I think he will admit it.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Neither of the Senators is going to admit.
anything the other says.

Mr. BRISTOW. If the grease comes into the United States
in the wool, it receives the benefit of no duty at all. Therefore
the American farmer is in direct competition with the foreign
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farmer in the production of the wool. If the grease is ex-
tracted in a foreign country, the foreign manufacturer who
extracts the grease, If he shipped it to the United States in the
form of grease extracted, would have to pay a duty of a quarter
of a cent a pound. If he ships it in the shape of wool in the
grease, he pays nothing.

The farmer is competing with the wool in the grease. The
manufacturer who extracts the grease from the wool in the
sale of the grease in this market is competing with the foreign
manufacturer who has grease for sale, and not wool for sale.
So the foreigner pays a quarter of a cent a pound duty to get
his product into this market; but if it comes in here in the form
in which it leaves the farm, there is no tax whatever upon itf.

Mr. REED. I do not agree with the Senator. Now, will the
Senator answer a question for me?

Mr. BRISTOW. I shall be very glad to do so if I can; yes.

Mr. REED. I should like to ask the Senator what is the
population of the State of Kansas, approximately?

Mr. BRISTOW. It is about 1,700,000, as I remember, or
1,500,000. ¢

Mr, REED. How many men who raise wool are there in the
State of Kansas?

Mr. BRISTOW. I do not know.

Mr. REED. How many are there in that State who raise
sheep?

Mr. BRISTOW. I do not know.

- Mr. REED. Are there a thousand?

Mr. BRISTOW. I have not any idea. There are a reasonable
number of farmers in Kansas that raise wool. It is not a great
wool-producing country, however.

Mr. REED. All of the 1,700,000 people in the Senator's State
consume wool, do they not, in some form? They wear it or use
it in some form, do they not?

Mr. BRISTOW. I think they do; yes.

Mr. REED. The Senator thinks it is entirely proper, of
course, for the sake of the 1,000 men who raise sheep in Kansas,
to tax all the rest of the people in the State? For the sake of
helping out the 1,000 farmers in Kansas who have a few sheep,
the Senator thinks it is entirely proper to tax on thelr clothing
the 1,700,000 people of the State who have not any sheep?
The Senator thinks that is proper?

Mr. BRISTOW. Let me ask the Senator a question.

Mr. REED. Oh, I hope the Senator will answer my question.

Mr. BRISTOW. 1 will answer it by asking the Senator a
question. How many woolen mills are there in the State of
Missouri?

Mr. REED. There may be a few; I do not know. There may
be a very few; but that does not answer this question.

Mr. BRISTOW. Hold on; wait until I get through. I think
it does.

Mr. REED. Let us see if it does.

Mr. BRISTOW. Is the Senator willing fo tax all of the
people in Missouri who wear woolen clothing in order that the
woolen mills may receive for their product a better price than
they otherwise would receive?

Mr. REED. .Why, undoubtedly I am not; and I stand on a
logical ground. When I vote for a tariff bill, I vote for it
because we must have revenue; and I am prepared to vote
as rapidly as possible and as rapidly as the opportunity is
afforded to stop collecting tariff taxes upon the necessities of
life. I do not vote for a tariff bill in order to protect the
woolen mills of Missouri. I apprehend that the extra price
we pay for clothing and woolen goods in Missounri in one year
would buy every woolen mill there is in both Missourl and
Kansas. I vote for the tax because it is necessary to have
revenue.

The Senator has not answered my question. Is he willing,
for the purpose of slightly inereasing the profits of a thousand
woolgrowers in the State of Kansas, to put a burden upon the
1,700,000 people of the State who do not produce wool?

Mr., BRISTOW. If the Senator wants to put it that way—
I do not look at it the same as he does—as long as the people
are taxed on the cloth that they wear in order that we may
raise revenue, I think the farmer should have the same inci-
dental advantage that comes from the system of taxation which
the manufacturer now has. From that point of view I certainly
should not favor putting a duty on the manufactured product
and not putting a doty on the raw wool, the finished product
of the farmer.

To answer the guestion in a different way, I will say to the
* Senator that I believe the protective tariff pelicy has been
and is an advantage to this country; that because of that policy
we have better conditions here in our indusirial life than other
countries have. I am in favor of continuing that policy, upon
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than labor in other countries, and the difference in the cost
of producing the article here and abroad should be made up
by a duty imposed at the customhouse.

I believe such a policy will contribute to the welfare of our
country. That policy in parts of this bill has been, in my
judgment, earried too far, and too excessive duties have been
imposed. If the Senator believes in the policy of free trade,
however, then my contention is that we should treat all the
industries from the same standpoint and upon the same basis.

Mr. REED. I think the Senator is rather shifting his
ground. I say that with great respect. The Senator’s position
is, as I understand, that he would levy a tax upon wool because
there is some incidental protection given to the manufacturer.
But that is not the principle upon which he acts. He acts upon
the principle of protection; of levying a tax, not for incidental
protection, but for protection itself.

Mr. BRISTOW. Yes; that is true.

Mr. REED. So the Senator has not squarely answered my
question. I asked him if he was willing to tax all of the people
of Kansas for the benefit of the 1,000 woolgrowers of that
State. He now seeks to avold that question by the claim that
the protective system generally is a good thing. But the fact
remains, nevertheless, that when the Senator votes for a tax
upon wool, he does vote a tax upon 1,700,000 people in the State
of Kansas, and he can benefit only a few farmers of the State.
More than that, he votes it for the benefit of an industry that
is so poor and so unproductive in the State of Kansas that not
one farmer out of ten will go to the trouble of raising a single
sheep upon his farm.

Moreover, the Senator knows that we can not raise in this
country enough wool for the American people; that we have
had a protective tariff on wool for half a century, and that
protective tariff has been promoted by the worst and most cor-
rupt lobby that has ever infested Washington—the wool manu-
facturers and the woolgrowers combining for that purpose.
Notwithstanding all of this enormous tax levied upon the
American people, the Senator knows that the sheep in this coun-
try have been disappearing, at least they have not increased as
the population has multiplied. Besides, this tax is not for the
benefit of an infant industry which may grow and may some
time occupy the field and be self-supporting. On the contrary,
the tax is for the benefit of an industry that is diminishing if
not dying.

The Senator knows another thing. He knows that the Tariff
Board reported that it cost something like $1, or $1.20, a pound,
I believe, to produce wool on the farms of Ohlio—I do not pre-
tend to give exact figures—an enormous amount. He knows
that the wool of this country is principally produced by a few
wealthy men or wealthy corporations away out on the western
plains of the country, and that their sheep are fed principally
upon Government lands, or lands rented from the Indians for
a mere pittance. He knows that when he talks about taxing
the 90,000,000 people of this country upon raw wool, he is do-
ing it for a very limited number of men indeed.

Now I want to ask the Senator a question, since he is on
his feet. Is he not at this moment contending that we have
reduced too low the tax upon manufactured woolen goods?

Mr. BRISTOW. No; I do not know abount that. I have
not given that part of the bill particular attention.

Mr. REED. Is not the tax proposed in this bill upon manu-
factured goods lower than the tax was in the bill that you
voted against at the last Congress? Is it not lower than you
are willing to go to-day? Yet the Senator stands here and
criticizes ns for levying a tax which I affirm it to be my belief
is already so low he will not vote for it.

Mr. BRISTOW. The Senator has not been in the Chamber,
of course, and knows little about what has been going on this
afternoon except recently.

Mr. REED. I have been here for scme little time.

Mr. BRISTOW. If the Senator had been here, he wonld know
that I have not been complaining of that this afternoon. I may
find there have been reductions greater than I think ought to
have been made when we get to that schedule and debate it.
I shall vote for the duties that I think we ought to have when
we get to their consideration.

But what I have been complaining about this afternoon and
all the afternoon is that the protective duties contained in the
Payne-Aldrich bill on the items that have been under discussion
are continued now in this bill; that the identical duties in the
law which the Senator has so violently denounced are contained
in the particular items under discussion in this bill, while other
important products are put on the free list. I have complained
of the unwarranted discrimination against the industries in this
country that are not organized, that can not appear here in
Washington with lobbies, concerning which the Senator so bit-
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terly complains. The industries that can appear here, the lob-
bies that ean organize and that are erganized, are those that
receive tariff favors in this bill, while the industries that can
not organize are those that are sacrificed by being placed on the
free list. That is the complaint I have been making this after-
noon,

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Kansas
yield to the Senator from New Hampshire?

Mr. BRISTOW. I do.

Mr. GALLINGER. If the Senator from Kansas has received
a satisfactory answer to the question he propounded about three
hours ago, I am going to ask the Senator from North Carolina
if we ought not to adjourn or go into executive session at this
hour,

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, I am perfectly willing that that
shall be done as soon as we have a vote on this paragraph.
Yesterday evening, after discussing the question for a long time,
until I thought we were ready to vote, we let it go over until
this morning, and the whole discussion has been gone over again.
So I insist that before we adjourn we sghall take a vote on this
perticular matter.

Mr, GALLINGER. It has been understood that we would
adjourn at 6 o'clock.

My, SIMMONS. I am perfectly willing to adjourn right now
if we can take a vote on this question, and I suppose we can
do it.

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator means on the item now under con-
gideration?

Mr. SIMMONS. Yes; paragraph 45.

Mr. SMOOT. *I will withdraw my motion to strike out
“one” and insert “one-half,” go that there will be no question
about that.

Mr. BRISTOW. Do I understand that we are to vote on the
amendment which the Senator from Utah offered?

Mr. SMOOT. I bave just withdrawn the amendment.

Mr. SIMMONS. The Senator from Utah has withdrawn his
amendment, I understand. I ask for a vote on the paragraph.

Mr. GALLINGER. I suggest to the Senator from North
Carolina

Mr. SIMMONS. If there is no amendment

Mr. GALLINGER. That unless the tacit agreement which
was entered into that we should meet at 12 o’clock and put in
six hours of hard work is adhered to no unusual progress will
be made with the bill.

Mr. STONE. We are not making unusual progress with the
bill.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Will not the Senator from New Hamp-
shire admit that the day has been wasted?

Mr. GALLINGER. I think we have not possibly done as
much work as we ought to have done, but it has not been my
fault.

Mr. WILLIAMS, The tacit agreement to put in six hours’
work meant that something was to be done, and that the entire
day should not be devoted to wool grease.

Mr. GALLINGER. I will say that if no Senator wishes to
discuss the amendment further, I do not object to a vote on it.

Mr. SIMMONS. If the Senator from New Hampshire will
permit me, I understand there is no amendment pending to the
paragraph.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. May the Chair make a statement?
The amendment has been withdrawn, paragraph 45 has been
read, and no amendment is offered to it.

Mr. NORRIS. I desire to offer an amendment to it, and I
want to preface it by saying that I do not want to cause any
delay. I was willing to vote two hours ago. I move to strike
out “1" and to insert ““13.” I am willing to vote on it with-
out further debate.

Mr, SIMMONS. Then, I ask for a vote on the amendment.

Mr. GALLINGER. If there is to be no debate I have no
objection.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Norris].

The amendment was rejected.

EXECUTIVE SESSION.

Mr. BACON. I move that the Senate proceed to the con-
sideration of executive business.

. The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the
consideration of executive business. After 10 minutes spent in
executive session the doors were reopened, and (at 6 o’clock and
15 minutes p. m.) the Senate adjourned until to-morrow, Satur-
day, July 26, 1913, at 12 o'clock meridian,

NOMINATIONS.

Heeculive nominations received by the Senate July 25, 1913.
COLLECTOR OF CUSTOMS.

John O, Davis, of California, to be collector of customs for
the district of San Francisco, in place of Frederick 8. Stratton,
whose term of office expired February 28, 1913.

NAvar OrFIcER oF CUSTOMS,

James H. Barry, of California, to be naval officer of customs
in the district of San Francisco, in the State of California, in
place of George Stone, resigned.

SURVEYOR oF CUSTOMS.

Justus 8. Wardell, of California, to be surveyor of customs in
the district of San Francisco, in the State of California, in
place of Duncan E. McKinlay, resigned.

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY.

Charles 8. Hamlin, of Massachusetts, to be Assistant Secre-
tary of the Treasury, in place of James F. Curtis, resigned.
REGISTER OF THE TREASURY.

Adam E. Patterson, of Oklahoma, to be Register of the
Treasury, in place of James C. Napier, resigned.

AsSSISTANT TREASURER OF THE UNITED STATES.

William J. McGee, of California, to be Assistant Treasurer
of the United States at San Francisco, Cal., in place of William
fg é{alston, whose term of office expired by limitation May 24,

SUPERINTENDENT OF THE MINT.

Thaddeus W. H. Shanahan, of California, to be superintendent
of the mint of the United States at San Franecisco, Cal., in place
of Frank A. Leach, superseded.

APPRAISER OF MERCHANDISE,

Ed E. Leake, of California, to be appraiser of merchandise in
the district of San Francisco, in the State of California, in place
of John G. Mattos, jr., resigned.

COLLECTORS OF INTERNAL REVENUE.

Joseph J. Scott, of California, to be collector of internal
revenue for the first distriet of California, in place of August B.
Muenter, superseded.

John P. Carter, of California, to be collector of internal
revenue for the sixth district of California, in place of Claude
I. Parker, superseded.

ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL.

George Carroll Todd, of New York, to be assistant to the
Attorney General, vice James A, Fowler, resigned.

ProMoTIONS IN THE PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE.

Asst, Surg. Herman E. Hasseltine to be passed assistant sur-
geon in the Public Health Service, to rank as such from August
7, 1913. This officer has served the required time in his pres-
ent grade and has passed the necessary examination for promo-
tion.

Asst. Surg. Lawrence Kolb to be passed assistant surgeon
in the Public Health Service, to rank as such from August 5,
1013. This officer has served the required time in his present
grade and has passed the necessary examination for promo-
tion.

Asst. Surg. James P. Leake to be passed assistant surgeon in
the Public Health Service, to rank as such from July 30, 1913.
This officer has served the required time in his present grade
and has passed the necessary examination for promotion.

Asst. Surg. Charles M. Fauntleroy to be passed assistant sur-
geon in the Public Health Service, to rank as such from June 13,
1913. This officer has served the required time in his present
grade and has passed the necessary examination for promotion.

APPOINTMENRTS IN THE ARMY,
MEDICAL RESERVE CORPS,

To be first licutenants with rank from July 24, 1913.
James Crowe Burdett, of Louisiana.
James Bayard Clark, of New York.
William Elnathan Clark, of North Dakota. -
Melvin Starkey Henderson, of Minnesota.
Harold Lyons Hunt, of New York.
William McCully James, of Virginia.
William Fletcher Knowles, of Massachusetts.
Daniel Francis Mahoney, of Massachusetts.
Scott Dudley Breckinridge, of the District of Columbla,
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CONFIRMATIONS.

Erecutive nominations confirmed by the Senate July 25, 1913.
APPOINTMENTS IN THE ARMY,
FIELD ARTILLERY ARM.
To be second lieutenants,

Joe Eikel.

Charles Gardiner Helmick.

Herbert Slayden Clarkson.

PROMOTIONS IN THE NAVY.

Commander Josiah 8. McKean to be a captain.

Commander Benton . Decker to be a captain.

Commander Newton A. McCully to be a captain.

Lient. Commander Andre M. Procter to be a commander.

The following-named lieutenant commanders to be command-
ers:

John T. Tompkins.

Ernest L. Bennett.

Roscoe C, Moody.

Lieut. Ernest J. King to be a lientenant commander.

Lieut. Byron A. Long to be a lieutenant commander.

Lieut. (Junior Grade) Edwin A. Wolleson to be a lieutenant.

The following-named ensigns to be lientenants (junior grade) :

William W. Turner. ;

Joseph J. Broshek.

Clyde G. West.

David C. Patterson, jr.

Howard H. Crosby.

James MeC. Irish.

John C. Cunningham.

Ernest W. McKee.

Dallas C. Laizure.

Rufus King.

Timothy J. Keleher.

Eddie J. Estess.

William H. Stiles, jr.

John L. Schaffer.

Edward G. Blakeslee.

Leland Jordan, jr.

Worrall R. Carter.

The following-named assistant surgeons to be passed assistant
surgeons:

William L. Irvine.

Earle W. Phillips.

Gardner E. Robertson.

George R. W. French.

Asst. Paymaster Irwin D. Coyle to be a passed assistant
paymaster.

Asst. Paymaster Paul A. Clarke to be a passed assistant
paymaster.

Carpenter Ernest P. Schilling to be a chief carpenter,”

POSTAASTERS.
CALIFORNIA.
Francis . Wrenn, Newcastle.
COLORADO,
H. Reynolds, Greeley.
FLORIDA.
J. L. Geiger, Zephyrhills.
Gilbert M. Shepard, Blountstown.
GEORGIA.
Annie K. Bunn, Cedartown.

George Dansby, Rockmart.
William J. Webb, Canton,

JILLINOIS.

Thomas F. Enright, Hubbard Woods.
Edward O. Schweitzer, Leland.

INDIANA.

William C. Foltz, Bremen.
Patrick Sharkey, Shirley.

KENTUCKY.
C. E. Barnett, Earlington.

3 MASSACHUSETTS.

Patrick H. Haley, Chelmsford.

MICHIGAN.
Ray Maker, Bear Lake.
George H. Mitchell, Birmingham.

MISSISSIPPL
Johnathan R. Moreland, Philipp.

—r
MISSOURI,

James R. Bennett, Branson.
C. H. Brown, Auxvasse,
Nelson H. Cook, Forest City.
J. H. Guitar, Columbia.
8. A. Norrid, Puxico.
Abram Stephens, Troy.

NEBRASKA.
J. D. Bishop, Peru.

NEW JERSEY,
Joseph F. Farley, Cliffside.
John B. Hankins, Pemberton.
Waters B. Hurff, Bridgeton.
Wilmer J. Smith, Belvidere.
Charles T. White, Millville.
John W. Winter, Allendale,

- NORTH CAROLINA.
D. Earl Best, Warsaw.
A. C. Link, Hickory.
John F. Saunders, Troy.
L. T. Sumner, Ahoskie.
Daniel L. Windley, Belhaven.
OHIO.
I. L. McCollough, Butler.
Charles H. Marshall, New Paris.

OREGON.
J. W. Boone, Prineville.
Iva E. Dodd, St. Helens (late 8t. Helen),
Marshall W. Malone, Linnton. ‘.
TENNESSEE.
Ira La F. Lemonds, Tiptonville.
Joel F. Ruffin, Cedar Hill.
R. B. Schoolfield, Pikeville.
William Thomas, Brownsville,
TEXAS,
W. D. Armstrong, Alto.
C. W, Bradbury, Kirbyville.
W. P. Boyd, Thurber.
E. . Fleming, Victoria.
August R. Gold, Fredericksburg.
Charles Johnston, Goree.
C. E. Long, Jourdanton.
J. P. Sharp, Tioga.
W. F. Sponseller, Fowlerton.
John €. Wood, Big Sandy.
VIRGINTA,
David W. Berger, Drakes Branch.
James S, Haile, Chatham.
D, F. Hanking, Houston.

WASHINGTON,
Jefferson P. Buford, Kelso.

WYOMING.
Nels Simpson, Cambria.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
Frway, July 25, 1913.

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.

The Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D., offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

Our Father, who art in heaven, by the light of the traditions
and sacred story which have come down to us out of the past;
by the revelations, incomparable life, and the sublime death of
the Son of God; by the blood of the martyrs of liberty, truth,
and justice; by the hopes and aspirations which come welling
up in our hearts; by the persistent appeals of the still, small
voice, make us true to our convictions as Thou dost give us
to see truth, that we may add something to Thy glory and the
good of mankind. For thine is the kingdom and the power and
the glory forever. Amen.

THE JOURNAL. =

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the Journal as read will
stand approved.

* Mr. MANN. I object, Mr. Speaker.
Mr. Speaker, I move that the House

Mr. UNDERWOOD.
approve the Journal.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Alabama moves that
the Journal be approved.
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The question was taken, and the Chair announced that the
ayes seemed to have it

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, I demand a division.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illincis [Mr. ManN]
demands a division.

Mr. MANN. And pending that I make the point of order
that there is no gquorum present.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, as the House is dividing
and there is not a quorum present, does not that bring an auto-
matie call of the House?

The SPEAKER. Yes; it does. The Doorkeeper——

Mr. MANN. The Speaker has not yet declared that there is
no gquorum present,

The SPEAKER. That is true. The Chair will count. [After
counting.] One hundred and twenty-two Members are present,
not a quorum. The Doorkeeper will close the doors, and the
Sergeant at Arms will notify the absentees, and the Clerk will
call the roll. The question is on the approval of the Journal
Those in favor will vote “yea” and those opposed will vote
i nay.n

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 226, nays 1,

answered * present” 10, not voting 192, as follows:

YEAS—228.

Abercromble chkinson Keati Rothermel
Alken Die Kelley, Mich. Russell
Alexander Dlllou Kelly, Pa. Scott
Anderson Donovan Kennedy, Iowa Seldomridge
Ashbrook Doolittle Kettner Sells L
Aswell Doremus Kinkaid, Nebr. Sherley

us Doughton Kirkpatrick hreve
Balley Dyer Kono Sims
Baker Eagle Korbly Sinnott
Baltz Elder Laffer Bisson
Barchfeld Estopinal La Follette Sloan
Barkley Evans Lazaro Small
Bartlett Falconer Lee, Ga. mith, Idaho
Barton Fergusson Lee, Pa. mith, Md.
Beakes Fess Lesher Bmith, Minn
Bell, Cal, Fitzgerald Lever Smith, Tex,
Bell, Ga FitzHenry Lewls, Pa. Stedman
Blackmon Floyd, Atk Lieb Stephens, Cal.
Booher Foster Lindbcrgh Stephens, Nebr.
Borchers Towler Lloyd Stephens, Tex.
Borland French Lobeck Stone
Britten Gardner Lo, Stout
Brockson Garrett, Tenn, MeAndrews Stringer
Broussard Garrett, Tex. MeClellan Sumners
Brown, W. Va. eor, MeCoy Switzer
Brumbaugh Gillett MeDermott Taggart
Bryan Gilmore McGillicu Talcott, N. Y.
Buchanan, Ill. Glass MeGuire, O Tavenner
Buchanan, Tex, Goodwin, Ark McKellar Taylor, Ala.
Bulkley orman McKenzie Taylor, Ark.
Burgess Graham, IIL Mg._ﬁuire. Nebr. Taylor, Colo.
Burke, 8. Dak. Gray Maher Taylor, N. Y.
Burke, Wis. Gnégg Mann Temple
3yrnes 8. C. Gudger Mapes Thomas
Byrns, Tenn. Hamlin Mitchell Thomson, I1L
Lalmwa Hardwick Mondell Towner

Hard Aloon Treadway

Cnmf ler, Miss, Harrison, Miss, Morgan, Okla. Tribble
Caraway H. Moss, W. Va. Underwood
Carr Hayden Murray. Okla. Vaughan
Carter Heflin Neeley Walker

sey 1 Norton Walters
Church Helvering Oglesby Wa
Clark, Fla, Hensley O'Hair Watson
Claypool Hiill Oldfield Weaver
Clayton Holland Page Webb
Cline Houston Patten, N. Y. Whaley
Colller Howard Payne Willlams
Connelly, Eans, Howell Phelan Willis
Cooper Huizhes, Ga. Platt Wilson, Fla.
Cox Hull on Wingo
Curry Igoe uin Witherspoon
Davenport Jacoway Ragsdale Woods
Davis, Minn, Johnson, aker Young, N. Dak.
Davis, W, Va. Johnson, T ah Young, Tex.
Decker .fohnson, Wash. Roberts, Nev,
Deltrick Jones Roddenbery

NAYS—1.
Gordon
ANSWERED * PRESENT "—10.
‘Adamson Henry Padgett Wallin
Browning Kahn Rubey
Crisp Morrison Smith, J. M. C,
NOT VOTING—192.,

Adair Bruckner Cramton Eagan
Ainey Burke, Pa. Crosser Edmonds
Allen Burnett Cullop Edwards
Ansberry Butler Curley Esch
Anthony der Dale Fairchild
Avis Cantrill Danforth n
Barnhart Carew Dent Farr
Bartholdt Carlin Dershem Ferrls
Bathrick Cary Dﬁenderter Fields
Beall, Tex. Chandler, N. Y. ixon Finl
Bowdle ancy Donohoe Mood, Va.
Bremner Connolly, Towa Doolin 'ordney
Brodbeck Conry Drisco! rancis
Brown, N. Y. Copley Dunn Frear
Browne, Wis. Covinglon Dupré Gallagher

Gard Johnson, 8. C. Moss, Ind. Baunders
Garner Kelster Mott 11
Gerry Kennedy, Conn.  Murdock shacl{leford
Gittins Kennedy, R. L Murray, Mass. Sharp
Godwin, N. C. Kent Nelson Sherwood
Goeke hey, Ohio Nolan, J. 1. Slayden
Goldfogle iess, Pa. O'Brien Slem
Kindel O'Leary Smith, N. Y.

ﬁoulden Kinkead, N. J. O’'Shaunessy Smith, Sami. W.
Graham, Pa. Kitchin Palmer Sparkman
Green, Iowa Knowland, J. R, Parker Btaford
Greene, Mass, Krgider Patton, Pa. Stanley
Greene, Vt. Langham Pepper Steenerson
Griest Langley Peters Stephens, Miss,
Griffin L'Engle Peterson Stevens, Minn,
Guernsey root Plumley Stevens, N. H.
Hamill Levy Porter Sutherland

Iamilton, Mich. Lewls, Md. Post Talbott, Md
._1nm11ton. N JAndquist Powers Ten Eyck

Hammond Linthicum Prouty Thacher
Harrison, N. Y. Lonergan Ralney Thompson, Okla.
Haugen McLaughlin Rauch Townsend
Hawley Madden burn Tuttle
Hauves ahan Reilly, Conn. Underhill
Helm Manahan Reilly, Wis. Vare

Hinds Martin Richardson Volstead
Hinebaugh Merritt Riordan Walsh
Hobson etz Roberts, Mass. Whitacre
Hoxworth Miller Rogers ‘White
Hufhes W. Va. _Montague Rouse Wilder

%ﬂ Moore Rucker Wilson, N. Y,

Humphrey, Wash. Morgan, La. Rup]g Winslow
Humphreys, Miss, Morin Saba Woodruft

The Clerk announced the following pairs:

For the session:

Mr, Merz with Mr. WaALLIN.

Mr. Hoesox with Mr. FAIRCHILD.

Mr. ScurLry with Mr. BROWNING.

Mr. SrtAYDEN with Mr, BARTHOLDT.

Mr. ApamsoN with Mr. Stevexs of Minnesota.

Mr. FreLps with Mr. LANGLEY.

Mr. BarTrETT with Mr. BUTLER.

Until further notice:

Mr. CovineToN with Mr. FREAR.

Mr, Curror with Mr. CuaxpLeR of New York.

Mr. DIFENDERFER with Mr. HavEs.

Mr. DoxornoE with Mr. HINEBAUGH.

Mr. GarracHER with Mr. Kiess of Pennsylvania.

Mr. CurLEY with Mr. KREIDER.

Mr. GorproGLE with Mr. LINDQUIST.

Mr. GoExe with Mr. McLAUGHLIN.

Mr. Hamror with Mr, MARTIN.

Mr. HammonD with Mr. MILLER.

Mr. Heryx with Mr. Morix.

Mr. HompaREYS of Mississippi with Mr. PARKER,

Mr. KiNkEAD of New Jersey with Mr. PoRTER.

Mr. Levy with Mr. PowEgs.

Mr. PETERs with Mr. SUTHERLAND.

Mr. SHACKLEFORD with Mr. STEENERSON.

Mr. UnperHILL with Mr. TOWNER.

Mr. WHITE with Mr. VAre

Mr. SPAREMAN with Mr. WILDER.

Mr. WaITACRE with Mr. WOODRUFF.

Mr. HarrisoN of New York with Mr. LANGHAA.

Mr. KrrcHIN with Mr. ForDREY.

Mr. Ferris with Mr. HAUGEN.

Mr. Epwarps with Mr. Hamruronw of New York.

Mr. TAarsorr of Maryland with Mr, MERRITT,

Mr. Driscorr with Mr, GUERNSEY.

Mr. Coxry with Mr. DUNN.

Mr. CanTRILL with Mr. DANFORTH.

Mr. Dare with Mr. Avis.

Mr. Paruer with Mr. Moore.

Mr. Gopwixn of North Carolina with Mr. MuBpocK,

Mr. RicHARDSON with Mr. EscH.

Mr. O’SEAUNESsSY with Mr. Kexxepy of Rhode Island.

Mr. RuBey with Mr. HAWLEY.

Mr. Dixox with Mr. GRIEST.

Mr. FiNLEY with Mr. HueHES of West Virginia.

Mr. Murray of Massachusetts with Mr. GReENE of Massa«
chusetts.

Mr. BARNHART with Mr. ANTHONY.

Mr. BeAlnL of Texas with Mr. BurkE of Pennsylvania,

Mr. CrisP with Mr. HixDs.

Mr. Rainey with Mr. PaTToN of Pensylvania.

Mr. Apag with Mr. AINEY.

Mr. FAarsoN with Mr. Gramaxr of Pennsylvania.

Mr. BurrErT with Mr. CoPLEY.

Mr. Durrg with Mr. HaMirtoN of Michigan.

Mr. DeENT with Mr. Kaun.

Until Angust 6:

Mr. ALLEN with Mr. J. M. C. Smura (except banking and
currency).
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Mr. MANN. Mr, Speaker, I ask for the other side.

The SPEAKER. Those opposed to taking the vote by yeas
and nays will rise and stand until they are counted. [After
counting.] Omne hundred and forty-three gentlemen have arisen
in the negative. Forty-two is a sufficient number, and the yeas
and nays are ordered. The Clerk will eall the roll. Those in
favor of approving the Journal of July 23 will, when their
names are called, answer “yea"; those opposed will answer

i my.li

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 214, nays 0,

answered “ present " 8, not voting 207, as follows:

YEAS—214,
Abererombie Davis, W. Va. Johnson, Ttah Roddenbery
Aiken Decker Jonnson, Wash. Rucker
Alexander Dickinson Jones Russell
Anderson Dies Kelley, Mich. Seldomridge
Ashbrook Dillon Kelly, Pa. Sells
Aswell Donovan Kennedy, Iowa Sherley
Austin Doolittle Kettner Shreve
Baliley Doremus Kirkpatrick Sims
Baltz Doughton ono| Sinnott
Barchfeld yer Korbly Sisson
Barkley Eagle Lafferty Sloan
Barton Elder azaro Small
Bathrick Estopinal Lee, Ga Smith, Idaho
Beakes Evans Lee, Pa Smith, Md.
Bell, Cal. Faleoner .Lesher Smith, Minn.
Bell, Ga. Fergusson Lever Bmith, Tex.
Blackmon Fess Lewis, Pa Btedman
Booher FitzHenry leb Stephens, Cal.
Borchers Flood, Va. Lindbergh Htephens, Nebr.
Borland Foster Lloyd Stephens, Tex.
Bowdle Fowler Lobeck Btone
Britten French Logue Stout
Brockson Gardner McAndrews Switzer
Broussard Garrett, Tenn. MecClellan Taggart
Brown, W. Va.  Garrett, Tex. McCoy Talcott, N. Y.
Bryan George MecDermott Tavenner
Buchanan, 11l Gillett MeGillienddy Taylor, Ala.
Buchanan, Tex. Gilmore McKellar Taylor, Ark.
Bulkley Glass McKenzle Taylor, Colo,
Brirzess Goodwlin, Ark. Maguire, Nebr.  Taylor, N. Y.
Burke, 8. Dak.  Gordon Mann Temple
Burke, Wis. Gorman Mapes Thomas i
Byrnes, 8. C. Graham, T1L Mitchell Thomson, I1L
Bymns, Tenn, Gray Mondell Towner
Callaway Gudger Moon Treadway
Campbell Hamlin Morgan, La. Tribble
Candler, Miss. Hardwick Morgan, Okla, Underwood
Caraway Hﬂ.l‘dfv Murmy, Okla. Vaughan
Carr Harrison, Miss.  Neeley Walker
Carter Hay Norton Walters
Casey Hayden Oglesby Watkins
Church Heflin O'Hair Watson
Clark, Fla, Helvering Oldfleld Weaver
Claypool Hensley Patten, N. Y. Webhb
Clayton il Payne Whaley
Cline Holland Phelan Williams
Collier Howard Platt Willis
Connelly, Kans,. Howell Post Wilson, Fla.
Cooper Hughes, Ga. Pou Wl%o
Cox Hulings Quin Witherspoon
Curr, Hull Ragsdale Woods
Danforth Igoe Raker Young, Tex.
Davenport Jacow, & Ranch
Davlis, Minn. Johnson, Ky. Reed
NAYS—O0.
ANSWERED “ PRESENT "—S8,
Adamson Crisp Padgett Bmith, J. AL C,
Browning Kahn Rubey Wallin
NOT YVOTING—207.
Adalr Deltrick Green, Towa Kinkead, N. J.
Ainey Dent Greene, Mass, Kitchin
Allen Jershem Greene, Vt. Knowland, J. R.
Ansherry Difenderfer Gregg Kreider
Anthony Dixon Grieat La Follette
Avis Donohoe Griffin Langham
Baker Doolin, Guernsey Langley
Barnhart Driscol Hamill 1’Engle
Bartholdt unn Hamilton, Mich. Lenroot
Bartlett Dupré Hamilton, N. ¥, Levy
Beall, Tex. Eagan Hammond Lewis, Md.
Bremner g.dmonds Harrison, N, Y. Lindquist
Brodbeck tdwards Hau Linthicum
Brown, N. Y. Esch Hawley Lonergan
Browne, Wis, f.“lrﬂ‘”d Hayes MeGuire, Okla.
Bruckner "aison Helgesen MeLaughlin
Brumbaugh Farr Helm Madden
Burke, 1'a. roas Henry Mahan
Burnett Fial Hinds aher
Butler inley Hinebaugh Manahan
Calder g“‘%"-mld Hobson Martin
Cantrill “loyd, Ark. Houston Merritt
Carew Fordney Hoxworth Metz
Carlin Francis Hughes, W. Va,  Miller
Cary Frear Humphrey, Wash. Montague
Chandler, N. Y. Gallagher Humphreys, Miss. Moore
Clnncg Gard Johnson, 8. C. Morin
Connolly, Iowa  Garner Keating Morrison
Conry Gerr, Keister Moss, Ind.
Copley Gittins Kennedy, Conn.  Moss, W. Va.
Covington Godwin, N. C. < dy. R. Mott
Cramton Goeke Kent Murdock
Crosser Goldfogle Key, Ohio Murray, Mass.
Cullop Good iess, Pa. Nelson
Curley Goulden Kindel Nolan, J, I,
Dale Graham, a. Kinkaid, Nebr. O'Brien

O'Leary Reilly, Wis. Slayden Thacher
O'Bhaunessy Richardson Slem Thompson, Okla.
Pa Riordan Smith, N. Y Townsend
Palmer Roberts, Mass. Smith, Saml, W. Tuttle

Parker Roberts, Nev. Sparkman Underhill
Patton, I'a. Rogers Stafford Vare

Pepper Rothermel Stanley Yolstead
Peters ouse Steenerson Walsh
Peterson Rupley Stephens, Miss, Whitacre
Plumley bath Stevens, Minn. White

Porter Saunders Stevens, N. I1. Wilder

Powers Scott Stringer Wilson, N. ¥.
Prouty Scully Sumners Winslow
Rainey Shackleford Sutherland Woodruff
Ralyllum Sharp Talbott, Mil. Young, N. Dak.
Rellly, Conn, Sherwood Ten Eyck

So the Journal of July 23 was approved.

The Clerk announced the following additional pairs:
Until further notice: z
Mr. GourLpEN with Mr. RoGERs.

Mr. HoustoN with Mr. LA FOLLETTE.

Mr. Page with Mr. MoGuige of Oklahoma.

Mr. Frrzeerarp with Mr. KiNnxamp of Nebraska.

Mr. TurrLe with Mr. ProuTy.

Mr. Wirsox of New York with Mr. Scorr.

Mr. Grrrins with Mr. Moss of West Virginia.

The result of the vote was announced as above recorded.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE.

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted—
To Mr. HELGESEN, for 2 weeks, on account of sickness.
To Mr. BELL of Georgia, for 10 days, on account of illness in
his family.
AFFAIRS OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA.

Mr. HARDWICK. Mr. Speaker, I present the following
privileged report from the Committee on Rules.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Georgia offers a report
from the Committee on Rules, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. HARDWICE, from the Committee on Rules, reports back the follow-
ing resclution (H, Res, 203) to the House with the recommendation
that the same pass:

House resolution 203 (H. Rept. 35).

Resolved, That the Committee on the District of Columbia, or any
subcommittee thereof which the chairman of the committee may ap-

int, be, and the same hereby is, empowered to investigate and inquire
nto the condition of the financial relations between the District of
Columbia and the United States, as well as to the correctness of the
books and accounts relative thereto, whether those books or accounts
be kept by the United Btates or by the District of Columbia.

Baid committee hereby is empowered, further, to examine and invest{-
gate the books and accounts of any officer or employee (past or present)
of the District of Columbia, or of any other rson having business
dealings or transactlons with the District of Columbia.

‘And said committee hereby is empowered, further, to inquire into and
investtﬁate the official conduct, acts, omlssions, and dolugs of any officer
or employee (past or present) of the District of Columbia.

And sald committee hereby is empowered, further, to inguire into and
investigate the books, accounts, and affairs of any public utility or
common carrier doing business or operating in the District of Columbia,
including any ice manufacturer, any market-house company or corpori-
tion, any market company, any taxlcab or motor vehicle company, the
Washington Terminal Co., any cold-storage or warehonse company, and
any person, company, or corporation dealing In meats or other provi-
sions In the District of Columbia.

For the purposes above set out the said committee Is hereby empowered,
in its discretion, to send for and compel the attendance o Eersons and
the production of books and papers before it; and the chairman, or
acting chalrmanl,) may administer oaths or affirmations.

The sum of $20,000, or so much thereof as may be necessary, hereby
Is appropriated out of the contingent fund of the Iouse in order that
this resolution may be put into effect. Said committee or subcommit-
tée, as the case may be, is empowered to sit during the sessions of
Con or during the recesses between sessions of (.omire.ss. and may
em? &y stenographers and accountants, who shall be paid out of said

0 upon vouchers signed by the chairman or acting chairman of
sald committee and approved by the Committee on Accounts.

Mr. HARDWICK. Mr. Speaker, this resolution explains
itself. Gentlemen who have listened to its reading know what
it is. I will say, however, in a word that the purpose of the
resolution is to confer upon the Committee on the District of
Columbia the power to conduct certain investigations and ex-
aminations into the affairs of the District of Columbia.

First, into those affairs so far as they relate to the United
States Government, and, second, in regard to the officers of the
Distriet of Columbia.

I do not think we need any extended debate on the resolution;
but I yield five minutes to the gentleman from Kentucky [5r.
Jounson], the author of the resolution, for such further ex-
planation as the House may require.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. JoHN-
soN] is recognized for five minutes.

Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky. Mr. Speaker, the Sixty-second
Congress appropriated from the contingent fund of the Houss
the sum of $15,000 with which to conduct an investigation
similar to the one asked for in this resolution. No sooner ha
that resolution been adopted and the Committes on the Distri t
of Columbia had announced that it would begin its investiza-
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tion into the affairs of the lunatic asylum than the superintend-
ant of that asylum rushed down to the Capitol and went before
the Committee on Appropriations and admitted that the Distriet
of Columbia was indebted to the National Government in the
sum of $769,000, which had been accumulating for years, but
which had not been collected from the Distriet of Columbia, If
nothing else had been done, the money would have been well
expended.

But the accounts relative to the interest on the 3.65 bonds
of the District of Columbia are of more importance. The
accountants have found beyond all peradventure, beyond the
question of any man who is familiar with the subject, that the
District of Columbia is indebted to the Federal Government on
that acconnt in the sum of £1,003,257.24. That we believe is
sufficient warrant for asking for the continuance of this appro-
priation. In going through the accounts relative to the interest
on those bonds the accountant informs the committee that he
located several hundred thousand dollars more due to the
Federal Government from the District of Columbia. They were
gquestions which were collateral te the interest on the bonds,
and he did not take them up as he went along, but he made
memoranda as to where he can go and locate those sums, and
we believe that he will locate them to the satisfaction even
of the officers of the corporations who must pay them. The
figures of the accountant have been verified by Mr. Hodgson,
an expert accountant in the Treasury Department, who was
designated by Secretary of the Treasury, Mr. MacVeagh, to go
through these accounts with the committee accountant, I have
in my hand a report of the committee, containing the testimony
of Mr. Hodgson, the Treasury expert accountant, in which he
says that he has gone over the items of the committee ac-
countant, item by item, that he finds them absolutely correct,
and that while he handled the figures in another way, the result
has been just the same, to the cent. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to file as a part of my remarks a copy of that
report.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Kentucky asks unani-
mous consent to extend his remarks in the Recorbp in the
manner stated. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The report referred to is as follows:

INTEREST ON THE 3.65 BONDS OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA.

REPORT OF THE SUBCOMMITTERE OF THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON THE

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, APPOINTED UNDER HOUSE EESOLUTIONS NOS,

154 AXD 200, ADOPTED BY THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES DURING THE

FIRST SESSION OF THE SIXTY-SECOND CONGRESS,

Acting under House resolutions Nos. 154 and 200, adopted during
the first session of the Sixty-second Congress, the chairman of the House
Committee on the District of Columbla appointed Representatives
OLPFIELD, GEORGE, Redfield, Lopeck, Sulloway, DYEER, rger, and
JoHEXS0N of Kentucky as a subcommlittee to uct the investigations
and inquiries provided for in sald resolutioms.

When the subcommittee met and organized, Mr. JoENSON of Een-
tucky was chosen as chairman of the subcommittee, B{s proger reso-
lutions the chairman was anthorized to select accountants and stenog-
raphers for the purposes set out in the sald resolutions, He thereupon
selected Mr. T. Beott Mayes as accountant and Mr. J. R. Mayes as
assistant accountant.

After Mr. Mayes had otherwise equipped himself for the work,
written request was made by the chairman of the subcommittee upon
the Secretary of the Treasury to detail an accountant in the sury
Department to work with him, so that the ultimate finding of Mr,
Mayes might be known by a Treasury accountant to be absolutely
correct. In answer to this reguest, the Secretary of the Treasury de-
talleqd Mr. T. A, Hi on, who had had charge of the accounts between
the United States and the District of Columbia for more than 30 years.

The two committee accountants above referred to made report to
the subcommittee under date of February 15, 1913, to the effect that
they had found from the books that the District of Columbia is indebted
to the United States in the sum of $1,003,257.24 on account of advance-
ments made by the United States to the District of Columbia for the
pu of paying interest on the 3.65 bonds of the District of Columbia,

This indebtedness 1s reported by the said accountants to have accrued
between August 1, 1876, and January 24, 1878, both dates inclusive.
As above stated, the sald report was filed by the accountants with the
subcommittee Febroary 15, 1913. On the same dai Mr, T. A, Hodgson,
hereinbefore referred to as the accountant in the Treasury Depart-
ment, was called before the committee; and, after being duly sworn,
stated that the figures and the net result ther as set out in the
report made by Mr. T. Scott Mayes and Mr, J, R, Ma, “f was correct.

; ile the 8.65 bonds were authorized under an ncg of June 20, 1874
(vol. 18, p. 116, U. 8. Stat. L.), none of them was issued before October
of that year, and their issual was continued in different amounts and
ggedﬁ{erant fimes untll 1911. Since that time none of these bonds has

n_issued.

Attentlon is invited by the committee to the fact that Mr. Hodgson
has had ¢ of that account during the time that the greater number
of these bonds were issued. He, above all other men, has been in posi-
tlon to know what indebtedness was paid these bonds.
iimony, which is hereto attached, he states that the bonds were issn
for the purpose of taking up the board of audit certificates, and tha
these certificates were issued by the District of Columbla for work done
for the District of Columbia.

In the testimony of Mr. Hodgson will be found a summary statement
of his own which handles the §|lmes in a somewhat different way than
the figures are handled by Mr. Mayes in his rt; but special atten-
tion is invited to the fact that the result is just the same,

The accountants, in reaching a final eonclusion, were controlled by
the following acts of Congress:
“That the Secretary of the

Treasury shall reserve of any of the
revenues of the +f 4

h
District of Columbia not requlred for the actual cur-
rent expenses of schools, the police, and the fire department, a sum
sufficient to meet the inferest acern ng on the 3.656 bonds of the Dis-
trict, during the fiseal year beginning July 1, 1876, and apply the
same to that purpose; and In case there shall not be a sufiiclent sum
of sald revenues in the Treasury of the United States at such time
as said Interest may be due, then the Secretary of the Treasury is
authorized and directed to advance, from any money in the Treasury not
otherwise n%gropriatcd. a sum sufficient to pay said interest, nm{ the
same shall relmbursed to the Treasury of the United States from
klrﬁe tg] t[mte a; anl]cll m?::ea n}nydb;lwi Alntu suclldJTl]-easury gum the
ull amount sha ave n refun . (Approve uly 31, 18708, vol.
19, p. 108, U. B. Btat. L.) 7
- L] L] - *®

® -

“That the Seeretary of the Treasury shall reserve of any of the rev-
enues of the District of Columbla not required for the actunl current
expenses of schools, the police, and fire department, o sum suflicient to
meet the interest accrulng on the 3.65 bonds of the District during the
fiscal year beginning July 1, 1877, and apply the same to that purpose ;
and in case there shall not be a sufficient sum of said revenues in the
Treasury of the United States at such time as said Intercst may be due,
then the Secretary of the Treasury is authorized and directed to advance,
from any money in the Treasury not otherwise approprinted, & sum
snfficient to %y said interest; and the same shall be reim to the
Treasury of the United States from time to time as said revenues may

aid Into said Treasury, until the full amount shall have been re-
mr‘i‘hed"'nl (Approved 'l:slar'.: 1I:léil.'i’?. vol. J!}. pi 346, tlj‘; 8. Stat, L')f

e only permanent act of Congress relative to the payment of inter-
estlfﬁ:' tl;(}tS?&thbo%dn ista as fo}ltgs :'I‘ Iall bt

“ Hereafter the SBecretary o ¢ Treasury sha ay the interest on
the 3.65 bonds of the District of Columbla’ issued 11111 pursuance of the
act of Co?}ixress approved June 20, 1874, when the same shall become due
and payable; and all amounts go pald shall be credited as a part of the
appropriation for the year by the United States toward the expenses of
the District of Columbia, as hereinbefore provided.” (Approved June
2 d ths anty Bahmesst Rek of Choss ting a sinking fund

n e only permanent ae Dgress Creal as und for
the redemption of the 3.65 bonds is as follows: .

“And there is hereby appropriated, out of the proportional sum
which the United States may contribute toward the expenses of the
District of Columbia, in pursusnce of the act of Congress approved
June 11, 1873, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1879, and annually
thereafter, such sums as wlill, with the Interest thereon at the rate of

8.65 r cent r annom, be sufficlient to pay the principal of the
3.65 f])’:uds of the Disfrict of Cclumbia issued under l:he nrtl't of Con-
gress ap?roved June 29, 1874, at maturity, which sald sums the Sec-
retary o invest in sald bonds at not ex-

the Treasury shall snnmllf
ceeding the par value thereof, and all bonds so redeemed shall cease to
bear interest and shall be canceled and destroyed in the same manner
that United States bonds are canceled oyed.” (Approved
Mar. 8, 1879, vol. 20, p. 410, U. 8. Stat, L.)

The two acts from which the above extracts are t;uoted were both
enacted after the advancement of the $1,003,257.24 now due the
United States from the District of Columbia and in no way alter the
provisions of the acts of Congress of July 31, 1876, and Mareh 3, 1877,
under which the said advancement was made, but are quoted herein
to show how the law with respect to interest and sinking fund on the
3.65 bonds has been ignored, in making spprol?ristions for that pur-
pose, since June 11, 1878, the date of the so-called organic act,

From the above the proposition is incontrovertible that the District
of Columbia is indebted to the United States in the full sum of

$1.003,257.24.

Under the law it Is the glaln duty of the Secretary of the Treasury
to transfer this $1,003,257.24 upon his books from the Disirict of
Columbia to the credit of the United States; but, since this has not
been done, Eour committee recommends that Congress take such ap-

ropriate action as will cause the District of Columbia to reimburse the

nited States to that extent.

The sundry civil appropriation bill which passed Congress in Aungust,
1912, contained a &Jrovlsmn which directed the District of Columbla to
refund about $769,000 to the United States on account of District
patients in the Government Hospital for the Insane. As the sundry
civil appropriation bill has not yet been presented to the present Con-

ress for the next fi year, we recommend that the Appropriation

ommittee embrace in sald bill sueh legislation as will cause the
United States to be fully relmbursed l&y the District of Columbia (out
of revenues derived from taxation and privileges) on account of sald
indebtedness of $1,008,257.24,

The committee wishes to further relport that neither its work nor
that of the accountants is yet completed, the accountants advising
the committee that they have Imte«i other large sums of money due
from the District of Columbia to the United States.

The report of the committee accountants and the testimony of Mr.
T. A, Ho n are flled herewith as a part hereof, marked, respectively,
“ Exhibit A" and * Exhibit B."”

All of which is reapect.tullr' submitted.
BeN JoHNSON, Chairman,
W. A. OLDFIELD.
C. 0, LOBECK.
Yicror L. BERGER.
L. C. DxER.
C. A. BULLOWATY.
HeNnY GEORGE, Jr.
WiLLiaM C. REDFIELD.
—_——
EXHIBIT A.
REPORT ON INTEREST ON 3.66 BONDS OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA.
(By T. Scott Mayes, accountant; J. R. Mayes, assistant.)

To the Hon. Ben Johnson, chairman, and members of the Special Com-
mittee Invuuanﬂr? the Affairs of the District of Columbic under
House resolutions Nos. 15§ and 200.

GENTLEMEN : We beg to submit the following report of our investi-
tion of the accounts of the rict of Columbia and the United
tates as themlatc to the interest on the 3.850 bonds of the District
of Columbla, ed under an act of Congress entitled “An act for the
government of the . Distriet of Columbia, and for other purposes,”
approved June 20, 1874,
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Bonds authorized under this act were issued at different times
between their authorization In 1874 snd Junpe 20, 1911, to the amount
of $14,997,300, all bearing Interest at the rate of 3.65 per cent per
annum, payable semiannually on the 1st day of February and August
o{) 1telat:h year, Of these bcnds, $8,888,200 were outstanding’ June 30,
1011,

The first interest became due February 1, 1875, and from that date,
to and including Jume 30, 1911, the asurer of the United States
recelved, for the pu 2 of paylLg the interest upon these bonds, the
sum of 818‘069.136. 8, and paid out of sald receipis on account of
jnterest during the same period the sum of $18.063,327.10, leaving in
his hands on June 30, 1911, the sum of $5.779.36, to meet the Daf‘
ment of the interest then due. Of the said sum of $18,009,100.46
deposited with the Treasurer of the United States for the payment of
interest on the 5.65 bonds, the sum of $180,322.15 was deposited by
the commissioners of the sinking fund of the District of Columbia
during the fiscal year 1876, as shown by this report, Statement A: and
there was deposited to the credit of said Treasurer's account on October
31, 1877, the sum of G cents,

The sum of $186,322.15, deposited by the said commissioners of said
sinking fund was collected by them from the holders of board of aundit
certificates at the time the certificates were exchanged for 3.65 bonds,
This deposit was for interest accrusd on ihe bonds from Auvgust 1,
1874, to the date of the board of audit certificates for which the
bonds were exchanged. In other words, the parties receiving the bonds
pald for the accrued interest which they were not entitled to collect,
and the mone;- thus recelved was deposited to the credit of the Treas-
grer 05 e&he United States in order to pay this accrued interest when

emanded.

The 6 cents deposited to the credit of the Treasurer of the United
States October 81, 1877, was required to be deposited by order of the
First Comptroller of the Treasury, by letter of October 30, 1877, to
Hon. A. U, Wyman, late Treasurer of the United States. The accounts
of the late Treasurer had been stated and it was ascertained that the
amount to his credit was 6 cents short of the amount necessary to
pay past-due interest on the 3.63 bonds, for which reason the deposit
was required. This shortage of 6 cents grew out of an error in ex-
change of board of audit certificates for 3.65 bonds, and the deposit
had to be made by the Treasurer or the sinking fund commissi T8 ;

Columbia *; T would therefore recommend an indefinite a;txgro riation
under this act as an appropriation for the expenses of e District
of Columbia ; all amounts so paid to be credited as a gart of the appro-
priagtion of $3,425,257.35 by the act of June 4, 1880, and deficiencies
made for the expenses of the District of Columbia for the present
fiscal year.

“ Payments made for interest on judgments rendered after July 1,
1881, should be charged to the appropriation for the District for the
then fiscal year 1882."

The Treasurer says :

*“The letter was then returned to this office with the following in-
dorsement :

** * Respectfully returned to the honorable Treasurer United States, in-
viting attention to inclosed opinion of the acting first comptroller. An
appropriation will be raised upon the books of the department to pay
the interest on the judgment cases referred to herein, under the title of
“ Interest on 3.05 Dbonds, District of Columbia, act June 11, 1878
(judgments, acts June 16, 1880, and March 3, 1881), from which the

reasurer will be reimbursed for expenditures on this account.” "™

The acting first comptroller held that these raised appropriations
for the (puymmt of interest on 3.65 bonds exchanged for or sold to
satisfy Court of Claims judgments against the Distriet of Columbia
should be charged to the appropriations for the District of Columbia
for the fiscal year in which the appropriaticns were raised. This was
not done; but, in so much as there was an unexpended balance of
ap})m rintions for the fiscal years in which the n’?proprlﬂtlons were
raised, which was covered Into the Treasury, the effect was the same
as though the said raised appropriations had lLeen treated as directed
by the acting first comptroller,

A tabulated statement of the edvances from the raised appropriations
above referred to is shown by Exhibit No. 1 of this report, and each
advancement for that purpose to the Treasurer of the United States
is included in statement 1 as “Appropriations raised under section 4,
act June 11, 1878

Before the passage of said act of June 11, 1878, there was advanced
to the Treasurer of the United States, fi gurpos& of paying in-

or the
Of this sum, 6 cents was deposited by order of the comptroller,

but there Is no record to show who made the deposit. As it was not
made by the United States, and as we can find no evidence that it was
Emde; l!;_v the District of Columbia, it is treated as a payment not made
y either.

On January 19, 1877, the First :Jational Bank of New York sent to
the Treasurer of the United States 100 fifty-dollar 2.65 coupon bonds to
be exchanged for registered bonds of the same issue, The coupons for
interest due February 1, 1877, on 23 of these bonds had been detached ;
and, as the registered bonds bore interest covering the same perlod
which was covered by the detached coupons, the bank was nired
to deposit $20.99, the amount of the detached coupons, in order to
meet the coupons when presented for payment. This sum of $20.99
was deposited by the Treasurer of the United States to the credit of
the appropriation for payment of 3.65 Interest for the fiscal year ended
June 30, 1877. The amount necessary to pay these coupons havin
been paid into the Treasury by the bank, it is treated as Interest no
paid by elther the United States or by the District of Columbia.

DBy deducting the 6 cents deposited by order of the Comptroller of the
Treasury, the §2(}.99 de&:oslted by the First National Bank of New York,
and the $186,322.15 posited by the commissioners of the sinkin
fund from the total amount received by the Treasurer of the Unit
States for payment of interest on the 3.65 bonds of the District of
Columbia to and Including June 30, 1911, viz, $18,069,106.46, we find the
total amount paid to the Treasurer of the United States by the Dis-
trict of Columbia and the United States to be $17,882,763.26 to pay
interest on 3.65 bonds of the District of Columbla from date of issue to
and including June 30, 1911.

Since the passage of the act entitled “An act providing a permanent
form of government for the District of Columbia,” approved June 11,
June 30, 1911, there has n advanced to the

1878, to and includin;’,-
Treasurer of the Unlted States out of the Treasury of the United
States for the purpose of paying the interest on the 3.65 bonds of the
District of Columbia the sum of $16,313,383.23, all of which, execept
$180,485.18, has been credited as a part of the annual and deficiency
agpmprintions made hly the United States toward the expenses of
.’1‘ e] Diistrlct of Columbia for the fiscal years from 1879 to 1911, both
nclusive.

All of the $16,313,383.23, except the sum of $180,485.18, was appro-
priated by various acts of Congress as shown by Statements F, G, H,
and I of this report. This last-named sum of $180,485.18 was ad-
vanced to the Treasurer of the United States, as shown by his pub-
lished reports on the sinking fund and funded debt of the District of
Columbia, as amounts * received from permanent appropriation for
interest on the 3.65 per cent bonds (sec. 4, act of June 11, 1878)";
and, thus, the aggregate amount made available for the payment of
2.65 interest was Increased $180,485.18 beyond the regular annual and
deficlency appropriations made by Congress for tha se, The
aggregate amount made available by congressional and raised nfgro-

gﬁuonu from June 11, 1878, to and Including June 30, 11,
313.313.333.23. was char, one-half against the revenues of the
United States and one-half against the revenues of the District of

Columbia.

In the published report of the Treasurer of the United States on
the sinking fund and funded debt of the District of Columbia for the
fiscal year ended June 30, 1881, he discusses the gquestions of provid-
ing for settlement of Court of Claims gudgments against the District
of Columbia, as provided in act ap];mve June 16, 1880, and of ralsing
an appropriation for the pu of paying the accumulated interest on
the said Court of Claims jug?lgents or upon the bonds issued therefor
and says that on May 7, 1881, he communicated with the Secretary o
the Treasury, and desired to know whether or not a permanent appro-
priation was raised by section 4 of act approved June 11, 1878, for the
{mrpose of pay interest on the 3.65 bonds, and that his communica-

lon was refe , for opinion, to the First Comptroller, who expressed

the following views:

“ Under the act of ulﬂlls. 1880, both principal and interest of these
,Ludgments may be paid 3.65 bonds, or, under amended act of March
. 1881, from the proceeds of sales of 3.60 bonds; but as section 4
of the act of June 11, 1878 (20 Stat.,, 105) rovides that * hereafter
the Secretary of the Treasury shall pay the interest on the 3.85 bonds
of the District of Columbia, issued in pursuance of the act of Con-
gress, approved June 20, 1874, when the same shall become due and
payable, and all amounts so pald shall be credited as a t of the
appropriation for the year toward the expenses of the District of

terest on the 3.65 bonds, the sum of $1,755,723.2.

$186,322.15 by the commissioners of the sinking fund, and $20. h); the
First National Bank of New York, as before stated; and $198,622.70
was deposited by the Commissioners of the District of Columbia in
pursuance of joint resolution of Congress approved March 14, 1876,
and $367,500 was approg:r{nfed by Congress out of the Treasury of
the United States, and $1.003,257.24 was adranced to the Treasurer
by the Secretary of the Treasury of the United States out of the rev-
enues of the United States.

The first appropriation made by Congress for the payment of interest
on the 3.65 bonds was $182,500 by act approved February 1, 1875, and
the second was $183,000 by act approved March 3, 1875. On March
14, 1876, Congress, by joint resolution, ordered the Commissioners of
the District of Columbia to pay to the Treasurer of the United States
an amount sufficient to pay the interest due February 1, 1876, and the
commissioners gave the Treasurer of the United States a check for
$200,000, and on November 22, 1876, the Treasurer of the United States

@ back to the Commissioners of the District of Columbia the sum
of $1,377.21, the difference between $200,000 and $£198,622.79, the last-
named sum being the amount required to pay the February 1, 1876,
interest. The $108,622.70 was the only payment of interest on account
of the 3.65 bonds made by the District of Columbia from the date of
issue until after the passage of act of June 11, 1878,

In the act entitled “An act for the support of the government of the
District of Columbla for the fiscal fcar ending June 30, 1877, and for
other purposes,” approved July 12, 1876 (U. 8. Stat. L.. vol. 19, p. 83),
Congress provided for the scu.(lf)gort of the District of Columbia govern-
ment for the fiseal year end une 30, 1877, by a tax of $1.50 on each
%100 of the assessed value of the real and personal property of the

istrict of Columbia, excepting the real and personal property of the
United States and other property exempted from tumtll

Section 2 of sald act is as follows:

“ That the amount collected under the provisions of this act shall be
distributed for the purposes required under the various acts in force in
the District of Columbia, upon a just and fair apportionment to be made
by the Commissioners of the Distriet of Columbia, or their successors
in office : Provided, That before any of sald fund shall be expended, sald
apportionment shall be established and ?ublished by said eommissioners
at least six times consecutively in a daily newspaper of the District of
Columbia, and said %uhllshed apportionment shall stand as the law for
the distribution of the funds herein mentioned : Provided further, That
deficiencies in any of said funds enumerated in said apportionment may
be supplied from any surplus in either of said funds so apportioned; but
unless a surplus exists, the revenues belonging to one fund shall not
be applied to the purposes of any other fund.”

Section 3 of said act provides that one half of the taxes levied b
said act was due December 1, 1876, and the other half June 1, 1877,
and provides further that—

“In every case where the tax levied by this act shall be gnid in
installments as herein authorized, each of said payments shall be
deemed to have been made on the several funds and for the different
purposes indicated in the second section of this act; and an equal
pro rata proportion of the payment so made shall be carried to the
credit of the respective funds.”

Section 13 of said act is as follows:

“ That the treasurer of the District, upon receiving any moneys, shall
forthwith deposit the same in the Treasury of the United States, and
said moneys thus deposited shall be drawn from the Treasury of the
United States only in such sums and at such times as the same shall
be actually required, and only for the expenditures authorized by law,
and only upon warrants of the accounnting officers of the District, and
Issued under the direction of the Commissioners of the District or thelr
successors in office.

The apportionment required to be made by the Commissioners of the
District of Columbia of taxes levied by this act was made by them and
Buhllahed in the Evening Star, a dn!t{ newspaper published in the

istrict of Columbia ; said publications of said apportionment were made
in the month of November, 1876, for six consecutive issues of the sald

per ; and, when so published sald apportionment became the law for
f:e distribution of the maﬂetu collected on account of said levy, and the
surplus only of any apportionment could be used for a purpose other
than that for which it was apportioned.

A copy of the apportionment, together with the affidavit of Henry G.
Hanford, assistant auditor of the Evening Star, is made part of this
report and is designated as Exhibit No. 2.

on by sald act.
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The commissioners apportioned out of each $1.50 to be collected on
account of said levy the sum of 52 cents and 7 mills * for Interest on
the District of Columbia 3.65 bonds, gmranteed by the United States,
act of Congress approved July 31, 1876."

This apportionment was adhered to in every tax collection reported
during che fiscal year 1877, except the one reported mber 30, 1876.
In this coilection of er 30, 1876, the entire apportionment was
glightly changed from the published apportionment, each fund, except
the general fund of the District, receiving a little less than it was en-
titled to receive, the fund for interest on the 3.65 bonds receiving
£0.52432 Instead of $0.527 out of each $1.50 collected. This irregular
apportionment of the one collection was unquestionably due to an error
in ealculation.

There was collected for interest on the 2.85 bonds of the District of
Columbia on account of the levy for the fiscal year 1877 and during
the fiscal year 1877 the sum of $432.286.69, and from July 1, 1877, to
October 31, 1877, the further sum of $34,968.69, and from October 31,
1877, to June 30, 1878, the further sum of $23,349.32, and in all the
sum of $490,504.70 to June 80, 1878,

Up to October 81, 1877, the apportionment was made of each collec-
tion reported, but after October 31, 1877, the apportionment was
ignored and the collections thereafter were treated as general revenues
of the Distriet of Columbia.

The act of Congress approved July 31, 1876 (U. 8. Stat, vol. 18, p.
106), provides :

“That the Secretary of the Treasury shall reserve of any of the reve-
nues of the Distriet of Columbia not required for the actual current ex-
?Mm of schools, the police, and the fire department a sum sufficient

o meet the interest accruing on the 3.65 bonds of the District dur-
ing the fiscal year beginning Ju:i 1, 1876, and a;:'j)ly the same to
that purpose; and in case there shall not be a sufficlent sum of said
revenues in the Treasury of the United States at such time as said in-
terest may be due, then the Secretary of the Treasury is authorized and
directed to advance from any money in the Treasury not othe agk
propriated a sum sufficient to pay said interest, and the same shall be
reimbursed to the Treasnrz: of the United States from time to time, as
eaid revenues may be paid into sald Treasury, until the full amount shall
have been refunded.”

- The Secretary of the Treasury, under this act, advanced to the
Treasurer of the United States for the purpose of paying interest on
the 3.65 bonds for the fiscal year ended Jume 30, 1877, the sum of
$£501,628.62 from the revenues of the United States. -

By the act of Congress approved March 3, 1877 (U. 8. Btat., 19;
?. 346), the Secretary of the Treasury was a, to reserve
rom atny revennesro hthel Dmt{gg otd %lumgain ::tot niqulredmtosrnm soiuam:
current erpenses of schools, police, and fire department, a s
}J:s E?itn th} }ntoireﬁts ?chrufn nnlth:h 3.65 bontd: t(]lln;;ing themﬂsc:}l eg

g July 1, , and apply the same purpose ; £
cage g suflicient sum of sald revenues was not in the Treasury of the
United States at such time as the interest became due, then the Sec-
retary of the Treasury was authorized and directed to advance a sum
sufficient to pay the interest, the same to be reimbursed to the Treasury
of the United Siates from time to time until the full amount should
have been refunded. nder this act the of the Treasury of
the United States advanced to the Treasurer of United States for
the purpose of paying the interest on the 3.65 bonds of the District of
Columbia for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1878, the sum of $501,-
62 from the revenues of the United Btates.

The two acts of Congress just referred to, in which provision was
made for the gn ment of the interest on the 3.65 for the fiscal
years 1877 an fsvs, directed the Secretary of the Treasury to reserve
from the revenues of the District of Columbia not required for the
actual current erpenses of schools, police, and fire department a sum
sufficlent to meet the interest accruing on the 3.65 bonds.

The revenues of the Distriet of Columbia gilnce July 11, 1874, had
been deposited in the Treasury of the United States, but none had been
covered into the Treasury by cuverln% warrant until September 28,
1878. As shown by the accounts kept in the Treasury Department, on
August 1, 1876, the day the Becretary of the 'I'rmsurg advanced

250,814.31 to aly the Auguost 1, 1876, Interest on the 3.65 bonds of
the District of 80 umbia, the Commissioners of the District of Columbia

d to the credit of their revenue and tax account with the Treasurer
of the United States the sum of $377,212.49, none of which was reserved
to pay the intercst then due, but the full amount was advanced by the
Secretary out of the revenues of the United States. At the time the
Secretary of the Treasury advanced the $250,814.81 to pay the Feb-
ruary 1, 1877, interest on the 3.65 bonds the Commissioners of the Dis-
trict of Columbia had to their eredit on the books in the Treasury De-
partment the sum of $145,132.15, none of which was reserved to
the intercat then due. At the time the retary of the Treasury az
vanced $250,814.31 to pay the August 1, 1877, interest on the 3.63
bonds the Commissioners of the District of Columbia had to thelr credit
on the books in the Treasury Department the sum of §142,014.61, none
of which iwwas reserved to pay the interest then due.

At the time the Secretarg of the Treasury advanced $250,814.31 to
pay the interest on the 3,65 bonds due February 1, 1878, the Commis-
gioners of the Distriet of Columbia had to thelr eredit on the books in
the Treasury Department the sum of ,0090.81, none of which was
reserved to pay the interest then due,

It is truoe that if the entire amount on hand to the credit of the Com-
missioners of the District at the time these advances were made by the
Secretary of the Treasury was needed for actual current es of the
schools, the police, and fire department, then it could not have been re-
served by the Secretary of the Treasury; but du the fiscal years
By And 1878 the Commisuiomers of the District of Columbia depoeited
in the Treasury Department revennes amounting to over §1,800,000 in
ercess of the actual current erpenses of schools, police, and
ment, out of which Congress had directed that th
United States should be reimbursed, but no reimbursement was made,

The Commissioners of the Distriet of Columbia had to their credit on
the books in the Treasury Department at the close of the fiseal year
1878, after the payment of outstanding checks, $29,305.40, which
could have been applied as a relmbursement on account of the $1,003,-
2657.24 advanced by the SBecretary of the '.l‘reuug? for the s_}:ment of
interest on the 3.65 bonds for the fiscal years 1877 and 1878; but, in-
stead, it went into the 1 fund and helped to swell the revenues
of the District of Colum for the fiscal year 1879, by reason of which
the United States was compelled to contribute a 1 sum from its
revenues.,

On June 80, 1889, according to the Treasury statement of the ae-
counts between the District of umbia and the United Btates the Dis-
trict of Columbia had in the Treasury of the United States %%17219%
of unappropriated revenues; and on June 30, 1896, $825,766.71;

amount, together with the unadvanced balances of appropriations at
this time, amounted to $1,106,160.47, according to Treasury statement
of the District of Columbia account, and was more than sufficient to
have reimbursed the United States Treasury for these advances, bul no
reimbursement was made,

We know of no reason why the plain provisions of the acts of July
81, 1876, and March 8, 1877, as to reimbursement to the United States
for $1,003,257.24, advanced by the Seeretary of the Treasury for pay-
ment of interest on the 3.65 bonds, were not complied with.,  The sawe
sections that gave the Secretary of the Treasury the authority to advance
the money directed and made ample provision for its repayment.

The provisions of the two acts are so simple that there should be no
difficulty in construing them. The records made at the time on the
books of the Treasury of the United States and the actiom of the Com-
missioners of the Disirict of Columbia are both proof pesitive that all

rties concerned knew that the sums so advanced by the Seeretary of

he Treasury were to be reimbursed, and also the source from which
thg&m&umment w;;t}o be made, :

e ‘ approp: on" and ' personal” ledgers in the Treasury
of the United States by the entries made thereon slfow that the nmountss;
advanced were to be repaid to the United States. The Commissioners
of the District of Columbia, knowing that these amounts were to be
repaid to the United States, coll from taxation om account of the
levy of 1877 the sum of $490,504.70 for that purposze, which, under the
apportionment made by m, could not be used for other purposes, but
walse never used for the purpose for which it was collected and set

aside.

Guided by the various aets of Congress making provision for the -
ment of interest on the 3.65 bonds of the District of Columbia, al gr
which are referred to In this report and statement of account, we find
that the District of Columbia is indebted to the United States in the
sum of §1,003,257.24 on account of interest paid on the 3.65 bonds
of the District of Columbia from date of isspe to and including June
30, 1911, the date to which we have gone in this investigation.

From "June 20, 1874, the date of the act authorizing the issue of
the 8.65 bonds of the District of Columbia, to June 11, 1878, the
Dilst':r%':‘.wg%fogmu?i: contrihg:tgfd 19?‘.‘%? lndthth% é.;nl[tﬁd %ctates

E paymen e on e 3. strict of
E(-'laumfam bonds.

If the mandatory provisions of the acts of July 1. 1876, and March
3, 1877, which require the reimbursement of £1,008,257.24 to the United
States, are to be ignored, and In Heu thereof is to be substituted the
contention of some that the United States is to Nbf one-half of the
interest on those bonds, then the Distriet of Columbia would owe the
United States $586,067.224. If the contention of others, that all debts
owing by the District of Columbia on June 11, 1878, are to be paid
one-half by the District of Columbia and one-half by the United States,
is to be substituted for the mandatory provisions. of said acts of
Congress, then, in that event, the Distriet of Columbla would owe the
United States on account of interest payments on the 3.65 bonds one-
half of $1,003,257.24, or the sum of 601,628.32.

We fail to see any reason why either of these mere contentions

should be substitu for the plain provisions of acts of Congress
requirlni the yment of the entire amount of $1,003,257.24, ad-
vanced by the retary of the Treasury out of the revenues of the
United States,

In order to ascertaln what amount had been pald by the District
of Columbia on account of Interest on the 3.65 bonds from the date
of the issue of these bonds up to Junme 30, 1878, it was necessary that
we make a thorough lnvestliutlon both of the aeccounts of the Distriet
of Columbia and of the United States with the District of Columbia
from June 20, 1874, to June 30, 1878,

Owing to the manner in which the accounts of the District of
Columbla were kept at that time, and owing to the further fact that

the index to but one ledger could be found, it became necessary for
us to read every journal entry covering that ger!od. By this exam-
only $198,622.70 was pald by

ination the fact was ascertained that
the District of Columbia on account of interest on the 3.65 bonds up
to June 30, 1878; and by this examination we also ascertained that
the United States had advanced for the same period for that purpose
the sum of $1,870,757.24.

The revenues of the District of Columbla from July 1, 1878, to and
inelu June 11, 1911, were deposited dally with the Treasurer of
the Uni States and thereafter covered into the Treasury of the
United States and amounted to over $100,000,000. In order to know
whether or not any of these revenues had been reserved by the Secretary

of the Treasury to reimburse the United States Treasury for the
ga{)(ls 257.24 pald by the United States during the fiscal years 1877
1878, and in order to ascertain who had paid the interest on the

June 30, 1911, it

8.65 bonds from June 80, 1878, to and 1ndudjn€ ne 80 ;
8 0 e genera

became necessary for us to make a thorough ana

account between the District of Columbia and the United States from
June 20, 1878, to and including June 30, 1911.
The work of collecting all the data necessary to a full and complete

statement of the general account Involves a egrea.t amount of labor
becanse of the vast number of Is entering into the account.
Progress is retarded because hundreds of the books and most of the

pers necessary to be examined are In the file rooms far removed
?r:;m ledgers and journals and papers to which reference must fre-
quently be made during our dally examinations.

In this eral account all of the revenues of the Distriet of Colum-
bia Eﬁ‘ into the ury of the United Btates slnce Jume 30,
1878, and including June 30, 1911, and all acts and appropriations
by Congress affecting the revenues of the District of Columbia ag—

ved prior to Jume 30, 1911, for the fiscal years 1879 to 1011,
E:Iustve, and all advances made from appropriations, and all repay-
ments made thereto, and all amounts covered Into the Treasury by
m:l'plus-fund warrants, have to be considered.

n making the examination and analysis of the eral account
essential to a full and complete statement of the 8.65 interest account
we have completed much of the work necessary for our report on the
general account, which we will make as soon as completed.

The payment of Interest on the 3.65 bonds is but one of the many
items considered in this general account; but, owing to the fact that
the statement of this Interest account covers certaln flscal years prior
to July 1, 1878, which fiscal years are mot covered by e

neral
ceount, we deemed it necessary to make a separate statement thereof,
W All g-e ents of the 3.5% interest were made by the :L‘reasuroer
of the Uni States, and his disbursing account is kept on the Gen-
eral Treasn agen Nos. 10 to 43, Inclusive, and on the

e e e
ve accoun 0 rin
to dg g0 may compare the stn%ement with the ledger accounts. a‘tatg
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ments A, B, C. D, B, F, G, H, and T and the consolidated state-
ments thereof are aPpended hereto and made part of this report. In
these statements all ledger debits and credits are eliminated except
those debits showing actual payments of Interest and those credits
showing the actual advance warrants and deposits of money. The
entries eliminated are found on debit journals Nos. 12 to 48, Inclu-
give, and on credit journals Noe. 35 to 175, inclusive.
We report that there is due the United States Trom the District of
Columbia on said interest account the sum of $1,003,257.24.
Respectfully submitted.
T. Scorr Mavyes, Accountant.
J. R. Maves, Assistant,

Wasmixeron, D. C., February 15, 1913,

Consolidation of statements A, B, 0, D, E, F, G, H, and I, showing the
aggregate amount received by the Treasurer r.}lfetim Unifed States g‘c‘)‘r
the payment of intercst on the 3.65 bonds of the District of Columbia,
and the aggregate interest paid on seid bonds, m the date of issue
to the close of the fiscal year iwchich -ended June 30, 191f, and the
balance cash on hand June 30, 1911,

Payments of | Receipts from
Statements interest. all sources.
$752,041. 23 $752, 445. 00
250, 516. 79 250, 814. 31
250, 848, 99 250, 835. 30
250,628, 12 250, 814.31
250,170. 08 250, 814. 31
240,982. 14 250,814, 31
240, 459. 27 250,814. 31
238, 652. 53 404,
15,571,027.97 15, 565, 290.19
:s,oag,sw 10 | 18,069,106. 46
4y, T PR
18,060,106.46 | 18,080,108, 48

Analysis of receipts for the payment of interest on the 3.65 bonds of the
District of Columbia to June 30, 1911,

Receipts of Treasurer of the United States— .- ——____

$18, 069, 106. 48
Iteceipts from Unlted States and District of Columbia,

each contributing ome-half for fiscal yeara 1879 to

1911, inclusive, from congresgional and ralised appro-

priations 16, 313, 383. 23
1, 187T8.____. 1,755, 728.23

Receipts for flscal years prlor to Jul
Receipts contrihuteif by neither the United States nor
the District of Columbia 186, 343, 20

Receipts from the United States and the District of
| _ Columbia prior to Julg 1, 1878
Recelpts from United States Treasury
on account of agprogria.tlons Feb. 11,
1875, and Mar. 3, 1875 __ —
Beceipts from Commissioners of Dis-
+  triet of Columbia on account of joint
resolution, Mar. 14, 1876 ___________
Receipts from United States Treasury
on account of advances made in pur-
guance of the acts of Congraaa, u‘g
31, 1876, and Mar, 8, 1877, whi
amount was to be, but has not been,
reimbursed by the Distriect of Co-
lumbla to the United States Treasury,
. and is now due the United States
1, 003, 257. 24

1, 569, 380. 03

$367, 500. 00

198, 622,79

from the District of Columbla.oe———
1, 569, 380. 03

the United States on account nterest on the 3.66 bonds of the
District of Columbia, as shown by Treasury ledgers.

BTATEMERT A,

Statement of moneys received and ;n ments made by the Treasurer of
)

Date. Payments. | Recelpts.
Ledger No. 10, page 212. February, 1875,
interest.
1875,
Feb. 2
26
Mar, 11
Apr. 6 .
These four warrants were advanced on ac-
(eounU é'.gkn O] Iatimaggtnfreb. 1, 1875
. 8. ., vol. 18, p. s
June 29| To mtereatpnkdtmms’!gb. 1% 1875, to June 29,
1875, IOIOBIVE. <o cv e cvcvinacnasromsensaease] SLOLOOAEL fo. o ornees
To unpaid appropriation deposited in Treasury| 27,045.36 |............
182,500.00 | 182,500,00
Aug. 2| By Treasury warrant No. 1644. ......cccocenaalissnnnnannaas 27,945.36
This warrant was drawn on account of the
balance of the appropriation,act
of Feb. 1, 1875, which balance was covered
inhothe‘i'mmn'y)ums, 1875.
hlmovammt forwarded to ledger
0. 10, g 4,003.95
Bept. 28 | Toin 1
81,949.24 |.ccncaconnen
81,040.34 | 31,940.34

Btatement of moneys received and payments made, cte.—Continued.
STATEMENT A—continued.

Date. Payments. | Receipts.
Ledger No. 10, page 213. Febroary and Au-
. gust, 1875, interest.
July 31 | By deposit by commissioners, sinking fund....|............. $23,439,63
Bisiss o RA A A R e S B I e A B 10, 600. 00
;- S do... 000. 00
Nov: - Bis T R < 5 000.09
Deo. 1]..... e e AR e e £36.08
To interest paid from Nov. 18 to Deo. 20, 1
Tlncinshrzttms.m
0 amount of overpayment from page
Tobalance forwarded to ledger No. 11, page
111,275.71 | 111,275.71
Ledger No. 11, 280. Febmary and Au-
e, gust, 1875, and February, 1576, interest.
Jan, 1 | By balance from ledger No. 10, page 213, ....eufeemenscennes $27,820.18
5| By deposit by commissioners, sinking fund. 20, 000. 00
ol T e e 22,243.35
156§ Q0L cvnia 1.8
1 & PO A -1 20,000.00
Feb. 4}..... s e e e e e ERE SR T B L HL
Mar. 16 | By amount paid Treasurer of the
nited States by Commissioners
of the District of Columbia, as
required by joint resolution of
Congnss approved Mar. 14, 1876
(U. 8. Stat., vol. 19, p. 211), by
check No. 11 for.....0.....o.... $200, 000. 00
amount repaid to Commis-
%hmrgn?rml}résgict of golulxiibm
oV, edger No. -
i R p it RO S T
Nov. 22 | To interest paid from Jan. 14 to Nov. 22, 1876, |
inclusive .es| $206,927.44 |...
To balance to ledger No. 12, page 350, cceueeenns| 57097 |...
301,490, 41
Ledger No. 12, page 300. February and Au-
e gust, 1875, and February, 1876, interest.
Jan. 1| By balanee from ledger No. 11, ommrimsfibenr o nennss §4,571.97
Oct. 31 | By cash deposit (by ordmofeﬁrgngt?'o!lar) .................. TR0
Dec. 22 | To interest paid from Jan. 19 to 22, 1877,
L RS RIS SR C R R R (R - B - )ROSR
To balance to ledger No. 13, page 215.....cee-- WML ..
4,672,038 4,572.08
Ledger No. 13 215. Febrnary and Au-
gust, 1875, gnd Feb , 1876, interest.
Jan. 1| By balance from ledger No. 12, page 390..... $2,261.61
June 26 Tgmmtpam&om Feb. 6 to June 26, 1878, ;
s B R e e SR B $118.62 |..ccacnnnnaa
To balance to ledger No. 13, page 352.......... SR v vmrr e
=2 2,261. 61 2,261.61
Ledger No. 14, 352. Fe and Au-
o gust, 1875, sﬁ February, 1876, interest.
July 1| By balance from ledger No. 13, page 215....... cesecesensess] $2,142.09
1879,
May 2| To interest paid from Aug. 22, 1878, to May 2,
B o e ey $1,334.08 |eveesscenes .
To to ledger No. 15, page 391....-..... R OT dodsiinaess
2,142.99 2,142.00
Ledger No. 15, page 391. February and Au-
gust, 1875, ’nndx.g'ebrmry, 1876, interest.
Jul 1 | By balance from ledger No. 14, BOE e
er 14 'Ibhmtpaldlmmm:g.mwgct. 14, 1879,
To balance fransferred to ledger No. 15, paga.
400, merged interest account......cvuennn...
s Ledger No. 10, page 212. August, 1875, interest.
Aug. 6| By Treasury Warrant 1678 . .....ooevenneeeeeidioinnecaaiaas $185,000.00
This warrant drawn on account of appro-
ghr;‘.i%,u)act Mar. 3, 1875 (U. 8. Btat., vol.
Nov. 18 | To interest paid from Aug. 16 to Nov. 18, 1875,
- S D % $185,000.00 |.eceensennan
185,000.00 | 185,000.00
RECAPITULATION OF STATEMENT A,
Payments. | Receipts.
No. 10, page 212:
from congressional SPProPrittions. «.eueees-fesesseeesens $367,500.00
Payments of Interedte. ceccescrcasassansansanannnn ceaa) BOT1, 50808 Lo Lol
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Btatement of moneys received and paymenis made, etc.—Continued.
RECAPITULATION OF STATEMENT A—continued.

Statement of moneys received and payments made, ete.—Continued,

STATEMEXT C—continued.

Payments. | Receipts. Date. Paymsnts. | Receipts.
]Mﬁho 10, page 213: Led No. 12, page 392. February, 1577,
posit hyoommisslone:s,smk.lngl‘und... ........... simzaesosoes| $111,275.71 = interest—Continued.
Psymtmts T B3 et e e Ly wes| STOMLES|........... 5 1877
Ledger No. 11, page 280; 22 | To interest paid from Aug. StoDec.zz 1877,
it by commissioners, sinking fund..............].cceceeeeaaoll 75,045, 44 inclusive........... .| $240,386.25
Deposit by Commissioners District of Columbia. .. ...|-............| 198,622.70 To balance to ledger No. 13, page 216. . 1,449. 05
Paymentsof interest. ... . .o cooioicriiiianiiiesian
I.ed.gNu 12,}&«390: 250, 835. 30
h depos by order of comptroller. ..cceeeeacnens
Payments of interest. . ....ccoisennasnnsonsasnmasmanas Ledger No. 13, page 216. February, 1877,
Ledger Ne. 13, page 215: Psymmtsofinterest....‘.....‘. inierest.
Lodg zo.l-l,pageg'f g’ymgoigmi"" i G By balance from ledger No. 12, page 302
0. 15 F of interest............ an. rom Jo. 12, page 392..... atnnnmennrne] | &1,400.08
o e Tiine 35 | 0 Inbenes DuE e At B ¢
Tolad.< oo senemansesasansssscesns] 104, 41,23 | 752,445.00 inclusive.......... $464. 48 |.
Balance to merged interest ACCOUNE . ... .0znnsnsnennsnens 408.77 | ocin i "o balance to ledger No. 14, page 353 984,57 |
752,445.00 | 752,445.00 1,449. 05
STATEMENT B. Ledger No. 14, page 353. February, 1877,
1473 interest.
Date. Payments. | Receipts. | yuly 1 | By balance from ledger No. 13, page 216. ...... £984. 57
1879,
e Ledger No. 11, page 281. August, 1876, interest. May 2 To intu:mst paid from July 24, 1878, to May 2
£745. 50
Aug. 1| By Treasury warrant No. 149, .. .............|occcuvennn...| §250,814.31 Tobaiamgoladger»q 239,07
This warrant was drawn on account ap- 1
pnilp{;atkm :)ct July 31, 1876 (U. 8B, Stat., 984. 57 E 084. 57
vol. 19, p
Nov. 24 | Tointerest from Aug. 10 to Nov. 24, 1876 Led No. . Fely 1
S g 1o, et Saudalid PN SR BOE S50 L0 Y S FOUIOAYS: 3677,
To bn]snmt,oledgerNo 1.2 pagedol.......... y000.50 |....0.... . Iullm'l G
By halance from ledger No. 14, e e SN B $230.07
250,814.31 | 250,814.81 | Oct. 22 To interest paid from Aug. 20 to
b TEST P o B e
Ledger No. 12, page 301. August, 1876, interest. B};Jhahnoe OVerpaymen .
1877. :erestncoouut ledger No. la,pnsam..... e tir st 13.69
Jan. 1| By balance from ledger No. 11, page 281.......}..c.cccuianns $5, 000. 50
Dec. 22 | To interest paid from Jan. 19 fo Dec. 22, 1877, 252.76 252.76
fnclustve. .......-i-.n S mmeteeeete ey B - S gl PR
o balance to ledger No. 13, page 215...02.0  "1,076.77 |10l RECAPITULATION OF BTATEMENT C.
5,000. 50 5,000. 50
e Ledger No. 13, page 215. August, 1876, interest.
Jan. 1| By halance from ledger No. 12, page 801.......1.cccceneennn|  §3,006.77
June 24 | To interest paid from Jan. 16 to June 24, in-
I S e ey e - r @ L e
To balance to ledgurho.u,pagem.......... 6. 8L ..ol
s 1,078. 77 1,076.77
Ledger No. 14, page 352. August, 1876, in- Tobll. o b si e s s ss s aeainss] SO0, BMB.00 | 200 835,
terest. mhmwmergedmmst ............ serssnnrasesninissnanes 13.
July 1 | By balance from ledger No. 13, page215........0ccoveiinnnens £953.61 250,848.90 | 250, 845.99
1879.
May 2 | To interest paid from July 30, 1878,toh{ny2 STATEMENT D.
3 1879, Inolusive. .. . ... cecscann-- $490.13
To balance to ledger 454.48 Date. Paymenis. | Receipts.
953. 61
Ledger No. 15, % August, 1876, in- Ledger No. 12, pagm: Avgust, 1877, in-
: 1877
1879. -
July 1| By balance trom ledger No. 14, pago362....... Rt BT U el A £ 8 i Bl ot 5 Wi bk oy RGGLE L O] o
¥ clusive (‘igfd S Koot b $156. 96 act Mar. 3, 1877 (U. 8. Stat., vol. 19, p. 346).
To balanee o ledger No. 15, 400, merged B ey tmmrmmAQTwwn’m' $248,714.45 ..o _.......
interést account................. 297.52 |.ooneennnnn ‘Tobu.l.nm:eledgerNo.13,pnge2iﬂ...‘........‘ 4,009. 86
s | e 230,814.31 | 230,814.31
RECAPITULATION OF STATEMENT B, Ledger No. 13, page 216. August, 1877, interest.
1878. -
Jan. 1 | By balance from ledger No.12, page393.......]..cevneen... $4,000. 86
Ruymentn | Ressits | vine. 21 Tommmtpamﬁomsm O to Juna 24, 1678, - A
,408.52 1......
f{arNo.!l , page 281 e Tnba]anceledgerNo.H,pageass..........‘.. 1,000.34 | il
ts from congressional appropr!
Led?yx?mﬁomt?i?t'ﬁ"""ié' of interest. .. e
er No. 12, page 301: Payments o
Tedger ﬁ"‘ 13’ mag:g ll:"ymmg "{E‘“‘" e Ledger No. 14, page 355. August, 1877, interest.
Ledger No. 14, page 352: Payments of interest. balance ; ——
me. 0. 15, page 301- Payments of interest . g July 1| By from ledger No. 13, page 216.......|.............| §1,606.34
1879.
e e 250,516.79 | 250,814.31 tm Dﬂm
leancewmergudiumtmunt.. 8 R AT Toin t Erf:.n.lulyﬂ w‘s,tom‘;y‘.! L N
0 5108t | 20,8001 TobafaneetoleagarNo.ls,pageaoz .......... [T
BTATEMENT C, et 3,000
S Ledger No. 15, page 392. August, 1877, interest.
Date. yments. | Receipts. ]
5 feyms: July " 1| By balance from ledger No. 14 pagedsa.._..|............| o001
Nov. To interest paid from Aug. 20 to Nov. 20, 1879,
Ledger No. 12, pago 302. February, 1877, S Bl o et et s e oy
1877 Mo N0 AB /DGO U00: s d o e bt e 1960
Feb. 1 ByTreasurywamntNo. e B SavseaRws $250, 835. 30 699. 01 699,01
Julyan, ma(U S. Bmt., vol. 19 P. 100).
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Statement of moneys received and payments made, cic.—Continued,

Statement of moneys reocived and payments made, etc.—Continued.

RECAPITCLATION OF STATEMENT D. RECAPITULATION OF STATEMENT F.
Payments. | Receipts. Payments. | Receipts.
Ledger No. 12, page 303: "
ecelpts from congressional appropriations e | e
Payments of interest. 5 4. 2 T e
Jolee e e ds RS o
ger No page ayments ol iIntercst. - [ o e e P e 82, arn ¥
Ledger No. 15, page 302: Payments of interest............ B12.83 [..oeueneenee Bal Togimrgad INErest A0COUNE ... ovnneannoananaranns e 11; it 32
Total.. TP TR T 628,12 | 250,814.31 X
Balance to merged interest P S S 186.19 |..... Ny 250,814.31 | 250,814, 31
250,628.31 | 250,814.31 STATEMENT G.
Date. Payments. | Receipts.
STATEMENT E.
I.eﬁgw No. 14, pages 358-360. February, 1879
Date. Payments. | Recelpts. e interest. S
Feb. 6 y"i‘rmsurymt NI 5!3'71:'3'7-3-, ...................... $250,814.31
No. L Tt ppropr. acts June 20,
Ledger No. 13, pagalg;;t‘ February, 1878, in- (% E Vol.. 20, pp. 308 an d 4169,

1878, June 27 To mtarest pald from Feb. 4 to June 1579, L

Jan. * 24 | By Treasury warrant No. 188..........‘.....‘ L Y $250, §14.31 inclosive..... - ﬂ-h.g%gg ’

i (05 Bk, wol o p ey o

ar. V0! "

Juns 27 Tninir;m{ast pmd from Feb. 5 to June % 1878, A 250, 814. 31

T e Sl .41 |

balance to ledger No. 14, page 856. .- 233.90 Ledger No. 15, pege 300, February, 1879, in-

i ks By balance from ledger No. gsgs .................... $4,873.65
Ledger No. 14, page 355. February, 1878, in- i SENecoN: BAM SCopt 6Ly 0 th Nov. 20, 167, e

1878. terest: To balance to ledger No. 15, page 400, merged- :

July 1 | By balance from ledger No. 13, page 217.......|.cccemsnanens $3,233.90 fnterest scooumk. . <.l e L5508 | reaionnn

1879. 4,873.65 |  4,873.65
May 2| To inteir;glt pa.ld from July 9, 1878, to May 2, o

1870, INDINBIVE. . o .o iiloliisattienannnnsaat, SR . ane : 3 23 Z
To balance to tedgar No. 15, page 39. ..ccuvvas 1,025.06 | . ccoaaacaia REOATEHEATION DY ADTATNNENTI:
3,233.90 38,233.90 Payments. | Receipts.
Ledger No, 15, page 393. February, 1878, in-
"5 terest. i Ledger No. 14, pages 33-360:

1879. ts from eungmssbnal appmprhtions ........................ $250,814.31
July 1| By balance from ledger No. 14, page355.1.....| .....oo.ooo. $1,025. 66 Payments of interes g -] $245,040.66 |............
Nov. 20 %minlterim paid from Aug. 20 to Nov. 20, 1879, o Ledger No. 15, page 396; Paymmts of interest. B,5618.6L |.ecvurinnana

clusive. $8LAL | v
To balance ledger No. 15, page 40:), merged o T T B B e e e el 249,459.27 | 250,814.31
terest aocount. . ... cccemreereeencresseaeasns 644,25 it Balanoetomergedmwrastmunt ....................... 1,355.04 |.-coomennnnn
1,025.66 |  1,025.68 250,814.31 | 250,814.31
RECAPITULATION OF STATEMENT E, ERATHMNNG B
Date. Payments. | Receipts.
Payments. | Receipts.
Ledger No. 15, page 308. August, 1879, in-
iy vl lsﬁom 2lg:monal7 ropriation $250,814.31 1879 e
con appropriation. .....cceeeealrcnzasonaaas .
Payments of interest._ . .. i < July 25 | By 'Immry WArTant N, 1804, . .o vvumanavensafinnnss S $246, 464. 42
wgar §° };, pagesss gymant{: nfriin:temst_. 2gm;:urla\ act Mar, 3 1879 (U. 8. Btat.,
S VA BSIMIE TR REIISO -5 st e Nov. 28 “from Ang. 6 to Nov. 28, 1879,
Total cesviscacecssessessesses| 250,170.06 | 250,814.31 $238,652.58 |..cannaaaa .
Balance to mﬂrged TIEEreSt BOCOUIIE. -+ oo oo on e oo s OIS |iio s
TRILR |
814, .
o 2] A 248,464.42 | 246,484, 42
STATEMENT F. RECAPITULATION OF STATEMENT H.
Date. Payments. | Receipts. Payments. | Receipts.
= 2 No. 15, mm

1878. gerNo. 14, pags 350.) Angust, 1578, Infure. L&dﬁd mnglmniamlnppm‘pﬂmhm ......................... $246, 464. 42

Aug.” 2| By Treasury warrant No, 1648. . ) e $250, 814.31 Paymema of interest.. .
Ap&mgrlgtgz m:tia .Tmuno mm;rsh Mar, 3,
5. 3 VO P and 416). Bal to i
June 27 | To interest paid from Aug. 6, 1878, to June 2,
100 Inekalwe. - .o s $340,343.39 L. .unciciiaa
bainnmtaledgerNo 15, page 3. ......... o7 N R
250,814.31 | 250,814.31 DEATRNNRT L

— Ledger No. 15, page 304,  August, 1878, interest. Date. Payments. | Receipts.
July 1 Byhnlanml'mmledgerNo 14
Nov. 20| To ml‘l;llmtmid Avg. 20

o balanc balance {0 led ’ger' ot No. '1'5' 1

No. 15, page 400. February, 1880,
%erastnn'un paid balances for prior

Emm prior interest

811,517, 14
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Statement of moneys received and payments made, etc.—Continued.

STATEMENT I—continued.

Date. ‘ Payments, | Receipts.
Ledger No. 15, page 400. February, 1880
interest and tnpaid balances for prior
et periods —Continued. -
Jan. 28 B}'Traasurywamtho.l?TA.............-............... $246, 464, 42
Act Mar. 3, 1879 (U, 8. Stat., vol. 20, p. 410).
June 16 To intermpadrrom Dec. 5, lS’Q,to:fune 16,
usive SRR [T > e 97t T [,
Tobalaucet.o]edger No. Iﬂ,paga4"3 e B T B 1) e v X SRS
257,981.56 | 257,981.56
L Ledger No. 16, pages 433-434.  Fiscal year 1881.
July 1 Byhahmcutmm!.edgm‘l\o 15, DagedB3 .. ... lienoicoarnnes 410,150, 12
By Warrant No. 1664 . . . ............. 244,183.17
Stp;m 1 BmimrywurrnntNo 2076 - -.-.a semmsmaraleiasivaraacas| 150;000.00
Feb. 9| By Treasury warrant No. 318, ... .cuvenernrenloernsmnennnns 162, 169. 93
18 | By Treasury warrant No, 392 ... ..oomreeneed- S e 1aeyy
ActsJune 4 and 16, 1880, andJan.al 1881
iIU ?‘)Sml.,vnl 21, pp. 162, 253, Sﬂ,rl.‘specv
vely
June 28 Tomletmtpaldduﬂ%; year 1881........| $629,055.45 |............
To balance to ledger o.l?,paseﬁl....‘..... 30,730.94 |............
660, 686.39 | 660,686, 39
v Ledger No. 17, pages 431-433. Fiscal year 1852,
July 1 | By balance from Ledger No. 16, page 434.........u.ve......| $30,730.04
By Treasury warrant No. 2013 R EETE = PR 256, 544. 81
1882,
Feb. 3 BmimrywurruutNum ................ v gt e 255,804.19
Apr. 24 | By Treasury warrant No. 987.. SR TL) WA 912. 50
S50 Act Mar. 3,1881 (U. E. Btat.,\ml 'Zl,p. 466).
July 29 | By Treasury warrant No. 2015. .. ..ceceeennnns A et s T
1882,
Feb. 27 | By Treasury warrant No. 520 ... .......... T 7,650. 79
Raised a tion under section 4, act
June 11, 1 ,4&947;
June 20 | To interest ril’? ........ $530,618.30 |...ccennnnnnn
To balance 0. ls,pagva .......... 908,61 ...
£53,571.91 | §553,571.91
o Ledger No. 18, pages 436-437. Fiscal year 1853,
1
July 1| By balance from No. 17, page 433. ......|..ccceaueaean.| $22,058.61
Aug. By Treasury w N Y i e s s 255,302. 90
1883.
Feb. 3 B)'Tre&‘mrywn.rmntNo.S-ll.......‘.....-................ 255, 748,19
June ¥ Treasury warrant No. 1807, .. .....c....van 1,157.05
Act Ju!yl 1882 (U. 8. Stat., vol. 22, p. 143).
1882,

July 25 ByszwrywarrautNo.lSlﬂ....-...-....... ......... s 27.52
Nov. 3| By Treasury warrant No. 2074. . ............. A rewas A 4,225.88
l -
June 16 Bmiamrywnrmn ............... Sl e 2,290.40

ggg:rggdstim undor section 4, act
28 | To nterest. paid A Qiring o year 1853 $522,318.15
0 B e samase e s
To balance to mh;fo.m,paseaal.......... 19,392.40 |....... P
541,710.55 | 541,710.55
Ledger No. 19, pages 331-332, Fiscal year 1584,
1583.
July 2| By balance from ledger No. 18, page437..... ... ........... $19,382. 40
Aug. 3 | By Treasury warrant No. B ot SR £ et e aaacas] 205, 623,18
1884,
Jan. 28 | By Treasury warrant No. 267...... s aannunassese] | B0, 0511
Appropriauonuctllar 3, 1883(U .§.8tat., ny
vol. 22, p. 469).
Mar, g g mtho p L e e e e et g,?%g
y]lm? srsssssssssssnssmmanmnn
May 12 | By Treasury warrant No. 1248. ... ........ 3
June 28 | By Treasury warmant No. 1725............... 863,31
RTW&W}T section 4, act June
i)
'I‘oiutuestpmddmhgﬂsnalymlsm ......... $10,G85.58 |............
To balance to ledger No. 20, page 36........... 18,124.28 |............
537,809.86 | 537,800. 86
i Ledger No. 20, page 30. Fiseal year 1885,
July 1| By balance from ledger No. 19, page 332........
9 | By Treasury warrant No. 1829, ... ........... <
28 | By Treasury warrant No. 2148 ................
1
Feb. 6| By Treasury warrant No.353. _.............. T 256, 547. 55
lng:opﬂntlon nct July 5, 1884 (U. 8. Staf.,”
Yo
1884,
Aug. 28 | By Treasury warrant No. 2249 . ............o 545.00
Oct. 30 | By Treasury warrant No.8309. . .............. 579. 60
Nov. 25 | By Treasury warrant No.3535................ 241.52
Dec. 31 | By Treasury warrant No. 3945, ..c.cevecncanss 118.08

Statement of moneys received and payments made, ete.—Continued,

STATEMENT I—continued,

Date. Payments. | Reeeipts.
Ledger No. 20, page 36. Fiscal year 1885— | °
'%anl.lnuwd. R
Jan. 13 | B t No. 118
an. A g warrant No. S b ai et e e e i e L L VADT 00
June 11 | By Treasury wamnt T SR SR (R RPTR
Raised ap iattcm under section 4, act
Junell,lSié
29 | To interest dnring scalyesrlsaé........ $510,604.23 |... .........
To balance to ledger No. 21, page35........... 1,080.80 L. .o
; 541,500.82 | 541,500.82
e Ledger No. 21, pages 35 to 42. Fiscal year 1886,
July i By‘nniance!romledgerNo.m pageds........ e S T o $21,986.50
Aug. 4 | By Treasury warrant N WSO e - R
18886.
Feb. 2| By Treasury warrant No. 4896. .........coeonalovannacnao..| 256,401.55
Appropriation sct Feb. 25 “1885 o e BH 3
T Stat., vol. 23, p. 130).
July 3 ByTreesnrywnn-antNo BRI e v iy i Lo Rt 59.80
Aug. 31 Treasury warrant No. 3085. . S aeves 220.95
%eg:-t. }2 By'ﬁl‘reasurgw §§°§2§§ seeresneeaaa  1,140.75
By warrant No. 5 A A | L e A 5,154. 21
Raised appropriation, seel.i.ond act June
11, 1578 (sa 593.71).
1886.
June 30 Taintmtw ﬁamlymlssa ........ $521,800.00 |.... .......
.pagﬂa?.....“..u... i 18 L E | G G
541,003.22 | 541,003.22
g Ledger No. 22, pages 37 to 40.  Fiscal year 1887,
July 1 | By balance from ledger No. 21, page 42........].ccc.o.... «-+| $19,203.13
July 28 | By Treasury warrant No. 257. . ......comuaaian S sead S| 256:113.5)
1887.
Jan. 26 | By Treasury warrant No. 2852. snma et vasad | 2, 12508
%mpﬂaﬁunm July 9, ISSS(U B Stst.,
. 137).
148 Ledger No. 22, pages 37 to 49. Fiscal year 1887.
July 8| By Treasury warrant No. 83. - oocozoeeeseanelirnneennnnn.. §1,051.20
Bept. 2| By Treasury warrant No. T43...c.cocmuunmnnas]icmininnnana. 36.74
1887.
Mar. & | By Treasury warrant No. 3454, .co.veuvnenneedioiiinnnnnns. 230.25
.Ap?mgri@atiou raised under section 4, act
June 3'8(81,3‘2-‘191.
June 30 Tolnterest,{:.lddurng year 1887..._....| §510,370.88 |............
To balance to ledger No. 23, page 36...........| 22,307.72 |............
532,765.58 | 532,708.58
z Ledger No. 23, pages36to39. Fiscal year 1888, =
July 1| By balance from ledger No. 22, paged9........|.............| s22,307.72
27 | By Treasury warrant No. 302. . ... ..ooiiaiiilincnnnnncans 255“%.20
J: 188&28 By T t No. 2681
an. ¥y warrant No. e S —— SR
.lkrm‘;;;%hn act Mar. 3, 1857 (U. 8. Stat., i
Vol
Apr. 2| B reasurjrwan'ant‘\o 3564 .. ....nan Arerira SR ... 17,103.10
Jul;m b BYTreasurywan'antN T e IR R B SElanliiaaag jm
AmF-o rlatl.on raised, section 4, act June
11, 1878 (820,
Tuin:emstpnldd zﬁgﬁsmlyearlm ........ $536,382.08 |..coveennnan
To balance to ledger n.ai,pagnal...“.‘...‘ 18,085, 77 4ol %
555,347.85 | 555,347. 85
i Ledger No. 24, pages 31 to 34.  Fiscal year 1859,
July 1| By balance from ledger No. 23, page39........|........ weees| $18,065.77
Aug. 1| By Trepsury warrant No, 400. ... .ccoooooiiifonnioainn.s, 256,113, 20
1880,
Jan. 30 Treasury warrant No. 1018. . i R 256,113.20
l:riaﬁnn act, July IS, 1888 (U.
sm., 25, p. 324).
Nlml B fT t No. 742 779.08
ov. ¥ of Treasury warrant No. 742..... P BT 5 3
Sept. 1| By TN (. R T I "749.
1880,
June 21 | By Treasury warrant No. 1615. . ..............leceooaianiin. 573.
Appropriation raised under section 4, act
June 11, 1878 (89,102.31).
28 | To interest dduﬂ}fﬂuﬂywlw ........ $519,546.50 . _..........
To balance to 0. 25, page3dl........... L T4T.80 |.cnaeennnnn
540,204.48 | 540,204, 48
S Ledger No.25, pages 31 to 36, Fiscal year 1800,
July 2 | By balance from ledger No. 24 T e el s s T
31 | BY Treasary warrant No. 081, " oo soe s oo it 256,113, 20
1800.
Feb, 7| By 'I‘rm:rywamntNe.m Searnlves snsand snea] LA L0 90

iation act, Mar. '.", ‘1889 {b 8.

smf vol. 25, p. 505).
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Btatement of moneys received and payments made, ete.—Continued.

STATEMEXNT I—continued.

Statement of moneys received and payments made, ete.—Centinued,

STATEMENT I—continued.

Receipts.

1 Payments.

Receipts.

Ledger No. 25 31 to 36. Fiscal year
1880 Co

mtinued.

By 'i‘raasury warrant No. 1945
u]iirhtto.n raised under section 4 ,act
June 11, 1578 (8§13, 09.52).

To interest paid during ﬁmi vear 189)..
To balancs, to ledger No. 26, page 30

27, 609. 30
18, 864. 51

$13, 409, 52

546, 473. 81

546, 473.51

Ledger No. 26, pages 30 to 33. Fiscal year 1891,

By balance from ledger No. 25, psge 36
By Treasury warrant No. 74......
By Treasury warrant No. 781

!ntio t, &u,g, 6, 1800 ( 8.
T m ac p. U.
PP’gI‘ ;

By ‘I‘ms.sw'y warrant No. 3412 .

pgmprlatiou raised under section 4, act |
une

1878 (825,286.12).

To interest paid during fiscal year 1891........

To balance to ledger No. 27, page 30

§18, 864. 51
49, 000. 00
207,113.20

256,113.20

Ledger No. 27, pages 30 to 33. Fiscal year 1892.

1891.
July 1| By balance from ledger No 26 pagem ............. $14,354.93
Aug. 1| By Treasury warrant No . 688, .. e WS SIS ' 113. 20
1892,
Apr. 4| By Treasury warrant No. 5808, ....ccccvvecvealocrssssanasas 256,113. 20
Apprl;i)riatlnn act, Mar. 3, 1891 (U. 8.
ey Btat. 26, p. 1074).
Aug. 21 | By Treasury warrant No. 837. . =1y
Oct. 23 | By Treasury warrant No. 2282 .
Appropriation raised under section 4 act
i June 11, 1878 ($17,259.27).
June 29 | To interest paid during fiscal year 1892 . ... ST bl
To balance, to ledger No. 28, ‘pachl .......... 19,726.80 |......ccooan
543,840.60 | 543,840.60
i Ledger No. 28, pages31 to34. Fiscal year 1893,
July 1| By balance from I\o r.pagoaa .................... $19,726.80
Aug. 4| By Treasury warrant No. 737. e T e 256,113. 20
1893,
Feb. 8| By Treamuy warmant No. 5350 . ... . ..... i viciannnaans 256,113.20
riation act July 14, 1882 (U, 8.
Stﬂ! :{ 27, p. 163
Mar. 8 warrantNo 5814, . e ke 1,181.68
Ap riation raised under section 4 “act
June u 1878 (81,181, m%
June 29 To interest duri}f 1 year 1893. .......| 8516,556.17
To balance to ledger No. 29, page 31........... By B N ERE AR
533,134.97 | 533,134.97
S Ledger No, 20, pages 31 to34. Fiscal year 1894,
July 1 { By balance from -No. 28 page3-l ............ $16,578.80
Aug. 2| By Treasury warrant No. 7 e e U PR . 2.*:6:113.5)
1894,
Feb. 3 | By Treasury warrant No. 4454. . .........cvuou]ioeinionzacas 113.20
. 21protrhﬁcm act Har 3, 1803 (U. 8. 9,
Stal 27, p. 549).
June 29 | To interest paid during fiscal year 1804..__.... $511,685.27 |.cecnencenca
To balance to ledger No. 30, page 3l........... b E At [ - B SIS
528,805.20 | 528,805.20
. Ledger No. 30, pages 31 to 33. Fiscal year 1895.
July 1 | By balance from Iedger No. 29, page 3...... A e et $17,119.93
Aug. 30 | By Treasury warrant N T e e 2.50:113.20
" Fe 2| ByT N :
eb. ¥ Treasury warrant No. 4239, ......cocoeomcaficiinnnnnanan 258, 960.20
WA ropr%glon , 8ot Aug. 7, 1894 (U. 8. Stat., i
June 28 Tommestpal during fiscal year 1395. R AL T R
To balance to ledger No. 31, page 31.. 1500633 [235i 00
. 532,109.33 | 532,193.33
i Indger No. 31, pages 31 to 33. Fiscal year 1896.
July &1 By balance from 1 No. 30, page 33 $15,005.12
Aug. 1 | By Treasury warrant No BT e zssim.m
1896.
JTan. 29 | By Treasury warrant No. 2338, .. ....coivemneelomessnaconnns 250, 462.07
Appmprhthnaet,l(al‘ 2, 1805 (U, 8. Stat., :
1800 vol. 28, p. 760).
Dee. 2 | By Treasury warrant No. 1640 «..eeeeemnnbooeeeenooo., 19,955, 62
IL—174

Ledger No. 31, Bﬁg%:ogh;ﬁas Fiscal year

By irea.wry warrant No. 5409. .

riation raised under section 4, act |

Jums‘?s ($24,831.
To interest ;t::id dur

ﬁ:-?mi year 1896. .
To balance to ledger el rEas

0. 32, page 81

-| §543,588.07
14, 761. 14

558,340.21

Ledger No. 32, Mﬂfm:%l to 33. Fiscal year

By balance from ledger No. 31, pag~33
By Treasury warrant No. 2035..

By Tremuywarmntho 4019. .
Appropriation act June Il, 1806 (U
Stat., vol. ‘H,p 407.)
To interm durh;g fiscal year 1507..
To balance Iedgar 0,33, page 3l...........

msaxo.m,m?mgtwas. Fiscal year

By balance from ledger No. 32, page 83..
By Treasury warrant No, 913......

1868,
Feb. 2| By Treasury warrant No. 6743 .- ..cvoaeseecclianaiacaaane 250, 589, 82
o?ngrupmwgi)m act Mar. 3 1897(1.' g, 8taf., 5
i P
June 28 | Tointerest paid during fiscal year 1808.........1 §516,653.85 |............
To balance to ledger No. 34, page3l........... 16, 860. 79
533,514.64 | 533,514, 64
+i0a Ledger No. 34, page331 to33. Fiscal year 1899,
"1 | By balance from ledger No, 33, page 33
27 | By Treasury warrant No, 2706’ .................
1809.
Jan. 26 | By Treasury warrant No. 5016 s
Appropriation act June 30, 1808 (U, §.
Stat., vol. 30, p. ).
June 27 Tolntereatpaiddu:ingﬂamlyearisﬂﬂ -| $510,940.80 |............
To bglance to ledger No. 35, page 31........... , 090,63 |.
536,040.43 | 538,040 43
1sgo. | 1edger No.35, pages31 to33.  Fiscal year 1900.
July 1 By balance from |
Aug. 1| By Treasury warrant No.
1909.
Jan. 25 | By Treasury warrant No. 2681.........c.ocouafuoeeaiioan. 250, 589.82
;;\p nl?éﬂx;u act Mar. 3, 1899 (U. 8. Stat.,
, P.
June 30 | To interest paid during fiscal year 1900 ........ $519,027.26 |............
To balance to ledger No. se,pagssl .-.| 16,243.01 [smmrenaeas
535,270.27 | 535,270.27
3 Ledger No. 36, pages 31 to 33.  Fiscal year 1901,
July 2 | By balance from 1 Noa.spagaaa
31 |} By Treasury warrant No. 506 ... ..
s l!?)l:lL?.5
an. By Treasury warrant No. 2794, .. . ..eounevneifoomnnnninnass 250, 580.82
Apﬁropﬂ'hthn act June 6, m&(u §. Stat.,
June 28 | To intersat pa durh‘agﬂsmlym 1901. ... $517,785.35 |........ N
To balance to 0.37,page3l. .. ....... ‘,{'33'.?.
535,472.65 | 535,422.65
A Ledger No. 37, pages 31 to33.  Fiscal year 1902
July 1| By balance from ledger No. 33
26 | B Treamiry warrant No 5ot ke
1902, y
Jan, 25

By Treasury warrant No. 2883, .
Appropr]ationsct]{ar 1,1901 (U. B. Stat
vol. 31, p. 839

June 26 Tointemtpaddur%ﬁmlywlm oL
To balance to ledger No. 38, page 31 2
535, 0095.70
T Ledger No. 38, pages31 to32. Fiscal year 1903,
July 1| By balance from $19,007. 89
By Treasury warran 246,317.51
b { 19033 By Treasury warran
an. ¥ Treasury warrant No. 3687................lccceeennnes 235, 569. 17
.t r&i?tiouact.'fuiy 1, 19(}2(11 8. Btut
Vol. 34, p. E
June 29 | To interest d fiscal year 1903........ A e —
: To balance to ledger No. 39, page 31......... m.s&&. ............
500, 894.57 | 500, 894.57
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Statement of moneys received and payments made, etc.—Continued.

STATEMENT I—continaed.

Statement of moneys received and payments made, efc.—Continued,

STATEMENT I—continuned.

Date. Payments. | Receipts, Date. Payments. | Receipts.
Shie Ledger No. 30, pages 31 to 32.  Fiscal year 1004, 150 Ledger for fiscal year 1910
July 1 | By balance from ledger No. 33,page32 ............. $15,855.05 | July 1
25 | By Treasury warrant No. 376. . LU R e 235, 502. 56 a1 $20, 500. 16
Feb "1 | By T t No. 234, 416.68 o
eb. 1| By Treasury warran , 416,
A iation act llar 3, 1903 (U, 1910.
Statvol 52, p. 075). K Jan. 30 | By Treasury warrant, District of Columbls, SRy
1 - S e L e O B - L - e P oy Py e T P o 8 ERE e T 7 :
July 14 | By Treasury warrant No. 105 . ..ovomeoernnaineemnannnas 3,305.22 tppw?riathn act. “Mar. 3, 1609 (U. 8. ¢
S REOpC o NS DIk matien. & w0k Juve 30 | To ntaress pabt itiring fissal yoar 1910 £372,243.51
une 11 e o 38. 81 |iaiaaaa
1904. - RAR. To balance to Jedger for fiscal year 1911..._.... T )
June 29 | To interest during fiscal year 1904........ $467,652.60 |....o......C
To balanca to ledger No. 40, page 31........... T T 378,269.17 | $78,200.17
480,079.51 | 480,079.51 1010, Ledger for fiscal year 1911,
Ledger No. 40, pages 31 to32. Fiscal year 100, July 1| Dy balance from ledger for fiscal year for 1910.... ............ 5,025,236
1904, e 5 Bil Treasury warrant, District of Columbia,
July 1|By bn]amfrmbdgerﬂo.aﬂ.pagem ...................... 1A B L S N A e S S S s e e R e e e G rw aptins 163, 631.32
Aug. 2 ByTrwsury warrant No, 528. . e (SR R 210,937 13 1
1905, Jan. 31| By Treasury warrant, District of Columbia, '
¥eb. 1 | By Treasury warrant No. 210,037.14 o. 275, e et e e 162, 228, 81
Appr A pm?riation a-m llsy 1s, 19107 (U 8
BSN" vl 33 "'”‘! 4534 22,410.10 | June 30 Ta interest paid duri:?g fiscal year 1911. 326, 006. 13
3 warrant No A > ,006.13 |..
ﬁ:} B B Trasty : To balance to ledger for fiscal year 1912.. 5,779.38 |
Appro
Junel;l,lm 824, 231,785. 49
June 29 | To interest o
To balance a2 RECAPITULATION OF STATEMENT I.
486, 275. 28 it
ts from.
y Payments of
Ledger No. 41 (Vol. I) 31 to 32, Fiscal Ledgers, by numbers. congressional
m’lﬁ?s . LTS appropriations.
1905,
July 1 { By balance from ledger No. 40, PARD R ol $19,797.18
27 | By Treasury warrant No. 431 . oo ococnnnnnaaliimnianaanes 218,112.13 $247,831. 44 $246, 464, 42
1906 %%2?‘3-% sgdg‘g
Feb., 2 Bmisurywmant ............. 2132, 000. 55 522318 15 515,751, 04
sid ks “iar. '8,71905 (UL . 319,6e5.58 B1s, 417, 46
June 30 | To intecest paid during fiscal year 1906. .......| $430,507.80 |............ 821,890, 00 TR
To balance to ledger No. -ﬂ,yagsﬂo ----------- 19,402.08 |............ ﬁlglg g.gqg
,382, ,850. 1
449,900.56 | 449,909.86 519,546, 59 521,328.71
mEslimel
Ledger No. £2 (Vol. T, pages 30 to 31. Fiscal 524, 113.71 529, 455. 67
e b pmsl  mas
July 2 | By balance from ledger No. 4 Dﬁfe --------------------- $10, 402.06 517,008, 21 515, 073, 3
28 Bg[Trmm‘y warrant, Disr.rk:t Columbis, 543, 58807 543, 254. 09
.................................................... 204, 040, 32 519,605,78 519, 179. 64
1007 Soowe|  laimed
e A e e s, 2.0 preml e
................................................... 7 785,
Appro ion act, June 27, 1006 (U. B. A 516, 957. 81 51 :335“
Btat., vol. 34, p. 508). 485, 039. 52 481, 880. 68
June 29 | To interest during fiscal year 1907........ 467, 652. 60 473, 224. 46
To balance leds’erha.lﬂ(vol I),pegaw.. 466, 478.10 » 848, 37
430, 597, 80 430, 202. 68
mne SEs
i o r m
Ledger No. 43 (Vol. T), 69-70. Fiscal year 369, 498. 59 360, 360,83
1 s Peul BEt
July 1 By mtmce from ledger No. pafe ..................... §19, 438. 56 : :
] reasury warrant, District Columbia, 15,571, 027. 97 15,565, 290 19
%(o ..................................................... - 202,643.43 Unﬁo:cpeﬂdxggn balances, merged interest accounts, o
................ 7.14
1908, Cash to credit of Treasuree United States af close of i
Feb. 3 B{rTmasm'y warrant, District of Columbia, g Al year TR, L e e nanll LB I e e
tp """" Bﬁ'iéi"iiﬁ"i:'iéﬁ'tif"ﬁ """""""" = 15,576, 807.33 | 1 15,576, 807.33
o X p i i fiscal 1 045, 51
Taso 0 | 7% belames o8, Voramo T, pigs 70| * 20, 722-03 |-111122271 | 7 Ineluded fo the sum of $15,365.20 i s R
"
415,673.43 | 415,673.43
. ExHierr No. 1. =
Ledger No.ﬁ(VuLI)iggmm—‘n. ¥hcal year Statement of appropriations rg&%ﬂf ﬂéa purpose of paying interest
Inllggr(n 1 Bybnhnmfmm ledger No. $20,727.92 [Authority quoted, sec. 4, act June 11, 1878.]
X : A 184,750, 22
-------------------------------------- S Number of
i Date of warrant. * warrant. Amount.,
Feb. 2 Trenam-ywamnt, District of Columblia, S h
e A el B T s o e e L e Rl 1,838. 68
ru?rhtionaoac;, My 28, 10087 (0. 8. L = | e st
June 30 mwtrﬂpdmgﬂmdmrlm eeus..| $360,498.59 s
To balance to ledger for fiscal year 1910, ....... 20, 590. 16 e "g{;g
1682 | 2,200.40
390,088, 75 6,543.80
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Statement of approprintions raised for the purpose of paying inilerest
on the 3.65 bonds—Continued.

Number of]
Date of warrant. Rt Amount.
-
708 | $2,586.00
835 3,113.34
1243 338.52
1725 863. 31
$6,800.17
2240 515.00
3309 579.60
3535 241. 52
3045 118.08
118 7,%32
1576
e 9, 468.07
s (i T e\ Jp (5 S A i e i 2245 .
F e | ERRRRRE R 3086 220.95
A M Y % Hgﬁ
R T AR NS RS o E :
1 L2 6,593.71
B TOlE B e st e e 33 1,051.20
743 36,74
3454 219.25
1,327.19
IBEB—ADF. 2., . ioiveoiimcnnsnnnns gﬁ% l;’.-g
I ;
T
742 |  7,770.08
569 740.85
1615 573.40
Comwn o
...... 1945 g
Oc-t.5.........................‘.... f 13, 499,52
C A S A 3412 | 25,286.12
o nedt 4 25,286.12
1 R T A A A e 2%72 &g%
Oct.23...... A N e Gl
893—] R it 581 1,181.68
SRR 4 2 1,18].68
TA0B e e ;4633 13‘?&1%
1806—JUNO 2., - eavaiinininitnnsnns : 2 L
Il e 2 TR s e e 195 | 3,305
1903—July 14 s 3,305.22
= e K e DN W LA el S o 4834 | 22,410.10
AR SRl s e e 0093 565.00
May 22... 2, 24,974.10
Rl e e e e | s . 180,485.18

ExHIBIT No. 2,

Apportionment by the Commissioners of the Diatrict of Columbia of the
pr’:wre»u: collectible under the tax levied for the flscal year ending June
30, 1877.

In exercise of the authority and duty devolved upon us by
the act of Congress approved July 12, 1876, entitled “An
act for the support of the government of the District of
Columbia for ggg fiscal year ending Jume 30, 1877, and
for other pu 8" the undersigned Commissioners of the
District of Columbia make the following apportionment for
the distribution of the revenne which shall be collected
under the provisions of the act of Congress aforesaid, to
wit: Every $1.50 collected pursuant to the tax levy hg
sald aect of egs for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1877, shall be distributed as follows:

For salaries and other necessary expenses of the Metro-

olitan police for the District of Columbia, act of Cents.

‘ongress approved July 31, 1876 15 8-10
For Pennsylvania Avenue ega\'ement Distriet of Colum-

bia, proportion estimated, including expenses paving

commissfnners. act of Congress approved July 19,

18T e -- 10 B8-10

For salaries and other expenses of the board of health,

and for salaries of the ing)ector and of the assistant

!%Ea tor of gas, act of Congress approved July 31, y
1 224

For support of the boys sent to the reform school (act
of Congress approved M 3, 1876) and of the in-
digent insane of the District of Columbia in the Gov-
ernment Hosplital for the Insane (act of Congress
approved July 31, 1876) 2

For the interest on the bonded debt of the District of
Columbia, Including the bonds of the corporations of
Washington and Georgetown.. — ——_______

For interest on the Distriet of Columbia 8.65 bonds
guaranteed by the United States (act of Congress ap-
approved July 31, 1876)

For sinking fund on the bonded debt of the District of
Columbia, including bonds of the corporations of
Washington and rgetown (see varlous acts and
ordinances in_ force)

For general fund of the District of Columbia_— . ___

Total $1.50
W. DENNISON,

8. L, PHELPS,
Commissioners, District of Columbia.

9-10

6-10

68 9-10

52 T7-10

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 88:

I, Henry G. Hanford, assistant auditor of the Evening Star, certify
ihat the foregoing apportionment by the Commissioners of the District
of Columbia of the revenue collectible under the tax levied for the fiscal

ear ending June 30, 1877, was published six times consecutivel{ in the
ilveuln Star, a dally newspaPcr published in the District of Columbia ;
sald publications were made in said newspaper on the following dates:

November 8, 1876 ; November 9, 1876, second exira ; November 10, 1876,
second extra; November 11, 19?8; second extra; November 18, 1876;
and November 14, 1876.

HexeY G. HANFORD

Assistant Auditor.

mgls}b&cribed and sworn to before me this 10th day of January, A. D.
[SEAL.] CORNELIUS ECKHARDT,
. XNolary Public.

CoMMITTEE 0N THE DisTRICT OF COLUMEIA,
g Housrk OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Saturday, February 5, 1913,

The committee met at 10 o'clock a. m., Hon. BEN JouxsoN (chalr-
man) presiding,

TESTIMONY OF MR, THOMAS A, HODGSON.

The witness was duly sworn by the chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Please give to the stenographer your full name and
state your residence and cecupation.

Mr. HopGsoN. My name is Thomas A. Hodgson.

The CHAIRMAN, Where i8 your residence?

Mr. Hopasox. I reside at Falls Church, Va.

The CHaAIRMAN. What is your occupation?

Mr. HopesoN. 1 am a clerk in the office of the Auditor for the State
and Other Departments.

The CHATRMAN, How long have you held that position?

Mr. HopGsoN. I have held that position since 1804,

The CHAIRMAN, How much longer than that have you been in the
employment of the Government?

r. HopgsoN. From 1881 up to that time I was a clerk in the office

of the Comptroller of the Treasury.

The CHAIRMAN. How many years’ service does that make for you in
this employment?

Mr, HopGsoN. A service of 32 years.

The CHAIRMAN. Has one of your duties been to state the account be-
tween the Federal Government and the Distriet of Columbia?

Mr. Hopgsox. Yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. For how long have you been doing that?

Mr. Hopesox. Sinece 1881; I have been on the District of Columbia
work all the time.

The CHAIRMAN. Is that the first time this aceount was stated after
the passage of the act of June 11, 18787

SMr. HopgsoN. The first time the account was st:}tcd was in the year

The CHAIRMAN. Was that the first time it was stated by anybody?

Mr, Hopgsox. Yes, sir,

The CHAlzMAN. By the expression “ stated” you are usi a book-
keeper's term which the layman may not fully understand. il you,
therefore, please explain what vou mean by * stating " the account?

Mr. HopGsoN. That Is assembling all the data in connection with the
financial account between the United States and the District of Colom-
bia, I might say that the caunse of stating that account was that
Co assed an act regnlring the District of Columbia to reimburse
the iatnit States $250,000 on account of advances made for the sewer-
mr;e system of the District of Columbia.
of the account being stated.

The CHAIRMAN. Under resolutions Nos. 154 and 200, passed by the
House of Representatives during the first session of the Bixty-second
Congress, accountants were authorized and put at the use of the
Committee on the Distriet of Columbia for the purpose of going through
the accounts between the United Btates and the Distriet of Columbia.
Under that resolution Mr. T. Scott Mayes was appointed as accountant,
and Mr, J. R. Mayes was appointed as assistant accountant; and the
Secretary of the Treasury was asked to detail a bookkeeper or ac-
countant for the purpose of going through the said accounts with the
two accountants just named. Were you not designated by the Secretary
of the Treasury for this work?

Mr. HopgsoN. Yes, slr.

The CHAIRMAN. Do you reeall about what time yon first commenced
the work of looking through these accounts with Mr. Mayes?

Mr. HopesoN. I think it was about 20 months ago. am not sure
a8 to the time, but I think it was about 20 months ago.

The CHAlRMAN. Have you not been almost constantly engaged with
Mr. Mayes upon that work since that time?

Mr. Hopgsox. Yes, sir.
r'Ij‘im Cg;_}nuur. When was that account completed and a statement
o made

Mr. HopasoN. That was completed just yesterday, I think.

The CHAIRMAN. Day after day, through these months, have you not
been with Mr. Mayes through the ledgers ahd journals which relate to
this account since June 20, 18747

Mr. Hopgsox. Yes, sir; and night, too.

The CHAIRMAN. Do you mean by that that you have been with him
da{‘ and night? .

Mr. Hopgson. Yes, sir.

The CHAlRMAN. You do not mean by that all night, of course, but
you mean that you have worked far more than the Government hours,
and that you have gone Into very much night work in order to com-
plete the account?

Mr. Hopbesox. Yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. As Mr. May2s, In examining the books, came across
item after item relating to the account between the United States and
the Distriet of Columbia, were you then and there consulted and ad-
vised with relative to just what each and every item meant?

Mr. HoogsoN, Yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN., Was each and every one of these items thoroughly
analyzed by you?

r. HopasoN, Yes, slr; most thoroughly. .

he CHAIRMAN. Was not, also, each and every one of these items,
in being ana]§zed, traced to its origin, elther by check, warrant, or
original entry

Mr. HopGgsox. Yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there an
Mayes with which you, as the
agree with him?

Mr. HopgsoN. As an accountant?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes, as an accountant, failed to agree with him?

Mr. HopasoN. No, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. Not one item? -

r. HopGsoN. Not one. I do not think there was. I do not recall
any.

That was really the cause

item stated upon this account by Mr.
ookkeeper for the Government, failed to
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The CHAIRMAN. And you now have before you his statement of this
20 months' work?

Mr. Hopgsox. Yes, sir; a summary of the statement.

The CHAIRMA¥X. You now have before you a summnrg statement of
this 20 months’ work. Will you please take the consolidated summary
or statement which I8 now before you and say whether or not there is
any money due from the United States to the District of Columbia or
from the District of Columbia to the United States?

Mr. Hopgsox. There is money due from the District of Columbia to
the United States.

The CHAIRMAN. How much?

Mr. Hobgson. Well, It wonld depend somewhat upon the interpreta-
tion that would be put upon it by Congress; that Is, whether Congress
will require the whole or one-half of the $1,003,257.24.

The CHAIRMAN. By Congress or the courts?

Mr. HopgsoN. I should say by Congress. You have had considerable
discussion relative to whether the District of Columbia should pay one-
half or should pay all.

The CHAIRMAN. Please state how much money 18 due from the Dis-
trict of Columbia to the United States under the contention most favor-
able to the District of Columbia,

Mr. Hopgsox. This statement here shows that there was $1.755,723.23
gald from June 24, 1874, to July 1, 1878, and of that sum the receipts

rom the United States Treasury on account of appropriations were
867,500, and the receipts from the Commissioners of the District of
olumbia on account of a certain resolution were $108,622.79, and the
receipts from the sinking fund commissioners and the First National
Bank of New York, $186,343.20, leaving the amount ‘pald t_:{% the
United States out of thaf $1,7565,723.23 the sum of $1,370,757.24.
[MThese are the actual amounts that were paid between those dates.

The CHAIRMAN. Do you mean to say that that Is the amount paid or
the amount due the United States from the District of Columbla?

Mr. Hopgsox. That is the amount d the United Btates,

The CHAmMAN, Mr. Hodgson, read the whole of that summary state-
ment you have before you and then say whether or not it is correct or
incorrect.

Mr, Hopgson. The statement reads as follows:

Consolidation of Statements A, B, C, D, E, F, G, H, and I, showing the
aggregnts amount reccived the Treasurer of the Unifed Rtates for
the payment of interest on the 3.65 bonds of District of Columbia,
and the aggregate interest paid on said bonds from the date of issue
to the close of the dﬂaml yvear which ended June 30, 1911, and the

balance cash on hand June 30, 1911

Pa tsof | Receipts from

Statements. ot -
041. 23 $752,445.00
250, 518. 79 250, 814, 81

99 , 835.
250, 628, 12 250, 814. 81
250, 170, 06 250, 814. 31
249,982.14 250,814, 31
249,459, 250, 814, 31

238, 246, 464.
15,571,027.97 | 15,585,290, 19
18,063,327.10 | 18,069,106, 46
4 5 Ml
18,069,100.46 | 18,069,100, 46

Analysis of receipts for the payment of interest on the 8.65 bonds of the
District of Columbia to June 39, 1911, v
Receipts of Treasurer of the United States_______ - §18, 069, 106. 46
fReceipts from United States and District of Columbia,
cach contributing one-half for fiscal years 1879 to
(' 1011, inclusive, from congressional and raised ap-
| propriations

16, 313, 383. 23

y%:ﬂelptx for fiscal years prior to J VCIATE - e N spRE poR ok
ceipts contributed by neither the United States nor

the District of Columbia 186, 343. 20

}Begailpt‘gb i‘.romﬂthet Ulgé]tedl S!lxat;; and the District of 1. 560, 880, 03

olumbia prior to y s h

| Receipts from United Stafes Treasu
on account of npgrorr::atlons, Feb. 1
1875, and Mar. 3, 1876______.______

Recei] from Commissioners of District
of Columbia on account of joint reso-
lution, Mar. 14, 1876 . _______

Receipts from United States Treasury
on account of advances made in }mr—
suance of the acts of Co g8, Jul
81, 1876, and Mar. 3, 1877, whic
amount was to be, but has not been,

the Disatdct of Colum-

$367, 500. 00

198, 622. 79

1,003, 257. 24
- 1,569, 380.03

The CHAIRMAN, Is that statement correct?

Mr, Hopgsox, Yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN., And you know it 1s correct because you have gone
through these various books and vouchers from the beginning of this
investigation until the close of it, and because every item was verified
as L{ou went along through the account with Mr, Mayes?

r. HobasoN. Yes, sir.

I now bhave before me & summary statement made out by myself,
in connection with which I would like to call the committee’s attention
to a memorandum statement that I made several years ago.

The CHAIRMAN. How many years ago

Mr. HopgsoN, This memorandum statement was made in 1888. As
1 told you a_while ago, the caunse of first stating the revenue account
between the United SBtates and the District of Columbia was due to the

t+ that the United States Government had furnished the Distriet of

fac
Columbia $500,000 with which to bulld some sewers, or a sewerage

system. 'Then, there was passed another act requiring it to reim-
burse——

The CHAIRMAN (Interposing). Requiring the District of Columbia to
reimburse ?

Mr. Hopgson. Yes, sir; reguiring the Distriet of Columbia to reim-
burse the United States $250,000 out of the unappropriated surplus
of the District of Columbia and the unexpended balance of appropria-
tlong, and In doing so it became necessary for me to search over the
records of the department in order to find out what moneys the Dis-
trict had paid and what moneys it had not paid; and in going over
the record from 1874 to 1878 I ran across some legislation that re-
quired the District of Columbla to reimburse the United States. Among
such items I found that the District of Columbia had not reimbursed
the United States in accordance with the act of June 20, 1874, in con-
nection with the issue of the 3.65 bonds of the Distriet of Columbia ;
and I presented it to the comptroller, being in his office at that time,
but he declined to take any steps in tie matter and refused to consider
any reimbursements that were required by law prior to 1878. I am

lad to eay that this statement in connection with the 3.60 bonds was
or certain interest periods—not as many as were covered by the re-
rt of Mr. Ha.ye&-—{let in the examination made by the expert, Mr,
ayes, the amounts that I reported to the comptroller as due on these
interest perlods were verified. That is about all there is to say in
connection with the memorandum statement.

The statement made by me, which T now hold in my hand, shows
the receipts from August, 1875, to August, 1878—that Is, the interest
periods, not including the Interest due Anfuxt 1, 1878.

The ‘CHAIRMAN. What 15 the net result of that statement of your

own

Mr. HobgsoN. It is that the amount received in exchange for board
of audit grtiﬂcates was $186,320.32. The act authorizing the issue
of the 3. bonds made them exchangeable for board of audit cer-
uﬂ'.‘[c‘;tec Excha: ble for board

e CHAIRMAN., Exchangeable for board of audit certificates?

Mr. HopGsoN. Yes, sir. The First and Second Comptrollers were the
board of audit, and there was an error in the Treasurer’s office of
$1.89; and the amount due from the District of Columbia—that is,
the amount received on account of the District of Columbia—was

108.622.79. The amount received from the United States was

1,370,757.24, making a total of §1,755,723.23, which agrees with Mr,
Mayes's statement. My own summary statement, from which I take
these figures I have just given you, is as follows:

Btatement of account Ajor interest on 3.65 bonds, District of Columbia
(August, 1575, to August, 1578).

Receipts. Payments.
$182, 500.00 §752,041.25
, 044. 04 250,518. 79
501, 649. 67 250, 848. 97
memal Ema
BalAN0e. .censenssns PR 1,518.04
Total.. 1,755,723.23 1,755,73.23
Analysis of receipis.
Amount recelved In exchange for board of audit certifi-
cates $186, 320. 32
An;o;mt received account error for board of audit certifi- '
‘Ales. -
An%ount :ieeeiVed from First National Bank of New York 20,99
repay G
Amount recelved from the District of Columbila_________ 198 622, 79
Amount received from the United States 1, 870, 757. 24
Total receipts 1, 765, 723. 23

The appropriations made to
nent to the above periods have
strict of Columbia in equal parts.

ay the interest on these bonds subse-
Eean borne by the United States and the

THOS. A. HODGSON.

IRMAN, That leaves due from the District of

The CHA the balance
Columbia to the United States $1,003,257.24, does it not?
Mr., Hopasox. Yes, sir.

In referring to the Interest period, from August, 1875, to August,
1878, I repeat that that does not include any ugust, 1878, interest,

The CHAIEMAN. You ust spoken of the board of audit cer-
B issued in pgment of what?
. HopgsoN. Of debis contracted by the District of Columbia in
connection with streets and work done under comtract, ete., by the
District of Columbia.

The CHAIRMAN, Have you read the written report of the account-
a.ng e:gfnlored by the gmmittee?

r. HoD@soN, Yes, sir,
o A R g
Thereupon, at 11.30 a. m,, the committee adjourned.

Mr. JOANSON of Kentucky. Mr. Speaker, I believe that is
all, unless some gentleman desires to ask me some questions.

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask the gentle-
man if the entire $15,000 that we appropriated for this investi-
gation has been exhausted?

Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky. We have left something like
$600, but I wanted to get this appropriation so as not to stop
the work.

Mr. AUSTIN. What was the fourteen thousand and odd
dollars expended for?

Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky. Accountants' services.

Mr. AUSTIN. How many accountants were employed?

Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky. Two.

Mr. AUSTIN. What salaries were they getting?

Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky. The accountant started out
getting §15 a day. After he had discovered this large sum of
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money and was willing to go ahead with the work at an in-
creased salary or compensation, he was finally allowed $25 a
day. :

Mr. AUSTIN. And it requires now $20,000 in addition to the
$15,000 to complete this investigation?

Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky. So much thereof as may be
necessary is the way the resolution reads.

! t'li‘he SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the reso-
ution.

Mr. HARDWICK rose.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Speaker, does the gentleman from
Georgin desire to use any more of his time?

o Mr. HARDWICK. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of my
me.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Speaker, I am not going to take issue
with the general proposition of the chairman of the District
Committee as to the value of the work that has already been
done; but I want to say this abouat the investigation that has
been already made, and about the further investigation that is
contemplated under this resolution: There is no necessity what-
ever for the Congress of the United States to appropriate $15,000
at one Congress and $20,000 at another Congress to do a work
that ought to be done by the auditors in the Treasury Depart-
ment without the appropriation of a single dollar. The work
that is being done by this committee is a work that ought to be
performed by the executive departments of this Government
rather than by the legislative department.

Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky. Mr. Speaker, will the gentle-
man permit an interruption?

Mr. CAMPBELL. I yield for a question.

Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky. I thoroughly agree with the
gentleman that that ought to be done, but it is nevertheless
true that it has not been done, and that part of this money that
is due to the Federal Government has been due for 30 years.

Mr. CAMPBELL. That is the conclusion that has been ar-
rived at by the chairman and by other members of that com-
mittee. I have seen arguments in the press to the effect that
the contention is not tenable and that there is no such amount
due.

Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky. Will the gentleman yield for
an interruption there?

Mr. CAMPBELL. Just one moment. If the officials of the
Treasury Department through the auditor’s office can not ascer-
tain the truth of these matters, the Department of Justice may
proceed to ascertain in a judicial way what the facts are and
who of the contenders is correct.

Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky. Will the gentleman now yield?

Mr. CAMPBELL. Yes.

Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky. The gentleman from Kansas
ans just stated that he has seen articles in the newspapers
which show that this contention that this money is due to the
Government is not tenable. I do not think the gentleman or
anyone else need be surprised at anything he sees in a Wash-
ington newspaper, but I will say for his information that very
recently down at the White House the auditor for the District
of Columbia told me that he regarded this $1,003,257.24 as just
and due from the District of Columbia to the Federal Govern-
ment.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Which justifies the observation I made a
moment ago, that this investigation should have been conducted
by the auditor's office rather than by a committee of Congress.
You have proceeded with one investigation after another, pursu-
ing one subject after another, until you have made yourselves
absolutely ridiculous before the country investigating this, that,
and the other thing. [Applause on the Republican side.]

Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky. Will the gentleman yield for a
question?

Mr. CAMPBELL. If a man says something about another
man, why there is an investigation by Congress. If a few dol-
lars are owing to somebody by somebody else, you can get a
congressional investigation on that subject. You are investi-
gzating now at both ends of the Capitol and this administration
has been proceeding with investigations one after another, and
it is almost impossible to have anything done but investigations;
and all without results, reaching no conclusion, arriving at no
destination, but keeping the country stirred up, furnishing head-
lines to the newspapers, dishing out sensational rot for the
country constantly. [Applause on the Republican side.]

Mr. CARTER. Will the gentleman yicld?

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from Kansas yield to
the gentleman from Oklahoma?

Mr, CAMPBELL. For a question.

Mr. CARTER. If we have spent $35,000 and discovered that
some corporation already in existence——

Mr. CAMPBELL. I can not yield for that.

Mr. CARTER. That is a question.

Mr. CAMPBELL, I say that the auditor's office should have
discovered that.

Mr. CARTER. Does the gentleman consider it a good invest-
ment to spend $35,000 and discover that the corporation owes
ug over $1,000,0007

Mr. CAMPBELL. I do not consider it an investigation that
should have been made by Congress. It should have been made
by the executive department of the Government.

MI nolw yield five minutes to the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.

ANN].

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MaxwN]
is recognized for five minutes.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, on the whole I think that the
money which has been expended by the District Committee has
been well expended. While I do not agree with the gentleman
from Kentucky [Mr. Jouxsoxn] as to the million and odd dollars
being due from the District to the General Government, he may
be right, as he believes he is right. But whether he be right or
wrong, I think it has been a good thing to have that investiga-
tion. I believe it is a good thing to have a real investigation
at any time, where men will do the work. Most of our investi-
gations, T regret to say, are usually run along upon the basis of
politics and not business. The gentleman from Kentucky [Mr.
JouxNsoN] has conducted the investigation by the District Com-
mittee purely as a business proposition. I am quite willing,
so far as I am concerned, to give him additional money for the
purpose of proceeding with that investigation.

I regret that the gentleman found it necessary to include in
hig resolution a provision authorizing his committee to investi-
gate the books, accounts, and affairs of any person dealing in
previsions in the District of Columbia. I question very much
whether Congress has the power under the Constitution to au-
thorize the District of Columbia to call every dealer and
grocer in the District before it and examine his books, accounts,
and affairs. I know of no warrant for that. The Constitution
expressly prohibits it. Amendment 4 of the Constitution reads:

The right of the people to be secure in their persons, houses, papers,
ﬁ;ﬂ?n teelflects against unreasonable searches and seizures shall not be

No legislative reason is given in this resolution for the exami-
nation of these private books and accounts.

Mr, HARDWICK. I just want to suggest this idea to the
gentleman, in the form of a question, Why would we not have
a perfect right to require the inspection of these books so far
as they relate to the transactions of this Government? Would
there be anything wrong about that?

Mr. MANN. Perhaps you might have a right to examine
them for various legislative reasons, but the reasons must be
set forth in a resolution. I simply call attention to this not
for the purpose of opposing the resolution but for the pur-
pose of expressing my dissent against the idea that the Congress
has the power by a bare resolution to authorize any committee
to investigate the private books and accounts of private indi-
viduals or private business men.

Mr. GARDNER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MANN. Certainly.

Mr. GARDNER. Leaving out the question of unconstitu-
tionality, does it strike the gentleman ag proper that one liti-
gant should be authorized to examine the other litigant’s books?

Mr. MANN. It does not under ordinary circumstances, of
course. I supposed the purpose of this provision in the reso-
lution was for the purpose of enabling the committee to verify
possible facts in regard to the market company. The resolution
authorizes the committee to investigate the market house com-
pany down here, which, I think, it is perfectly proper to do,
and I suppose that the gentleman drawing the resolution
probably desired in connection with that authority the author-
ity to verify figures or ascertain figures from those who rent
from the market company.

Now, Mr. Speaker, it seems to me that we are doing a good
deal of investigation in various directions. I am quite willing
that the gentleman shall investigate the branches of the Govern-
ment in the District or elsewhere. What surprises me is that
when we want to make an investigation of the Attorney Gen-
eral’s office the other side of the House applies a gag. [Ap-
plause on the Republican side.] We are wiliing to let you have
the money to make an investigation of the different branches
of the Government, which have been under Republican rule, but
you, who have been in power only a few months, are already
afraid to have your servants investigated. [Applause on the
Republican side.] .

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Illinois
has expired. The gquestion is on agreeing to the resolution.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker——
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The SPEAKER. Tor what purpose does the gentleman from
Kentucky rise?

Mr. THOMAS. T rise to ask unanimous consent that the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr., Max~] have one hour in which
to discuss the McReynolds resolution, and that I have one
hour in whiech to reply to him.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Kentucky [Mr.
Tromas] asks unanimous consent:

Mr. HARDWICK. Mr. Speaker, I am forced to object for
the present. I want to get this resolution out of the way.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Kentucky [Mr.
THoMmas] asks unanimous consent that the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr, MANN] may occupy an hour and that he have
an hour in which to reply to him.

Mr. HARDWICK. Mr. Speaker, I am forced to object for
the present. I wish to get this resolution out of the way.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Harp-
wICK] objects. The gentleman from Kansas [Mr. CAMPBELL]
is recognized.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Speaker, how much time have I left?

The SPEAKER. The gentleman has 50 minutes remaining.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minntes to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. KeLry].

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Krrry] is recognized for five minutes.

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, I have asked for
only sufficient time to call attention to one point, and that is
that if the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr, Jouxsox], in his
very lueid explanation this morning, and which he made before
the Committee on Rules, is correct in his reasoning, then it
follows that the same process of reasoning is applicable to other
matters on which the gag has been applied.

It is stated that $769,000 is admitiedly due to the Federal
Government from the District of Columbia through the misuse
of official funds. But, Mr. Speaker, it seems to me there is
another erime that is fully as important and which calls equally
for investigation, and that is the misuse of official power. We
have witnessed for the past week a filibuster which has pre-
vented the conduct of any public business. We have had
sessions of the House called and adjourned without business
being transacted. We have seen an agreement entered into in
regard to the discussion of a vital proposition before this
Hovse, and have seen that agreement flagrantly violated. The
result of that violation of agreement is the filibuster which has
been carried on in session after session in this Congress.

I agree that if the investigation proposed in this resolution
were carried on the money would be well spent. It is an en-
tirely proper - investigation; but there are other matters on
which the gag has been applied, and the parties favoring the
adoption of this resolution have been unanimously opposed to
them. It is not logical and it is not fair.

But the truth shall prevail here as elsewhere. If 30 years
have passed by since this $769,000 and this $1,003,000 men-
tioned were misappropriated, we may rest confident that the
time will come when these other matters will be exposed and
brought to light, no matter how long the delay.

Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman
yield to an interruption?

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from Pennsylvania
yield to the gentleman from Kentucky?

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. Yes.

Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky. What I said was that that
amount was an accumulation of 30 years.

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. Yes; an accumulation of 30
years. Yet we have had a proposition throttled when it ap-
plied to the investigation of alleged evils before us, here and
now. It seems to me that the genfleman proves that sooner
or later matters of that kind always come to light, and on cer-
tain events that have taken place out in the West the light of
day will also be thrown. But there is danger in delay. We
are told of monopolies in this District using their power to
erush out competition, and that an investigation is necessary.
Out in California there is another monopoly, whose power is
being used to defraud the Government in three different ways
and to erush out opposition, yet investigation is denied.

Mr. Speaker, if you will read the minutes and records of this
Hounse, you will find that in the year 1838 a gag resolution was
brought into this House by a Representative from the State of
New Hampshire, that provided that the subject of slavery should
not be discussed. That resolution became Rule XXI of the House
of Representatives, which provided that no memorial, peti-
tion, or resolution regarding slavery should be received or en-
tertained in this House. John Quincy Adams made a fight for

ggci‘lyenm to rescind that rule, and finally accomplished it in

It was as impossible as an attempt to stop the rise of the
tides to attempt by brutal gag rules to prevent the discus-
sion and final solution of the great problem which throbbed
then in the hearts of men and women of America.

To-day, the question is not slavery, but it is one of even greater
importance, and demands attention just as insistently. It is
the alliance of special privilege and crooked polities in this
Nation. That is the foe to honest government which this reso-
lution seeks to uncover in its investigation into the affairs of
the District of Columbia. That is the foe to national integrity,
which is being protected by the throttling of resolutions which
deserved full consideration in this House.

In such a matter as this, wherever there is secrecy, there is
either guilt or danger. If there be no guilt on the part of
Government officials, there is great danger that the attempts
to conceal actual conditions, through blind partisanship, will
arouse public suspicion and public distrust to a dangerous
degree.

Mr. Speaker, the people of this Nation will stand for neither
the gag nor the filibuster. They have the same contempt for
both, for each in its way prevents this lawmaking body from
doing the work it has been commissioned to do. Great prob-
lems are confronting the Nation and they demand attention,
yet, this House, spends its time worse than uselessly, the days
and weeks are passing, and the people’s demands are unheeded.

It is time to get down to business and heed the call of duty.
If that is not done soon and the gag and the filibuster continue
to occupy the attention of this body, I venture the- assertion
that the people will have the truth borne overwhelmingly to
their minds that if they need some men in Congress they need
more men out of Congress. And when they start on that task
there will be no gag nor filibuster to prevent the accomplishment
of the work in thorough fashion.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minntes to the
gentleman frem Tennessee [Mr. AUsTIN].

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Tennessee
AusTiN] is recognized for five minutes.

Mr., AUSTIN. Mr. Speaker, I wish to commend the gentie-
man from Kentucky [Mr. Jorxsox] for his zeal and his earnest-
ness in doing something as the chairman of the Committee oa
the District of Columbia.

I want to take that as a text, Mr. Speaker, and to suggest
to those who are in control here and responsible for legislation
that every committee of this House should be put to work now,
and not next December. [Applause on the Republican side.]

We have been here three months, and the House has prac-
tically passed only two or three bills in that length of time. We
shall be here three months longer if there is any attempt to
pass through both Houses of Congress currency legislation.
Are we going to mark time and kill time day in and day oul,
week in and week ouf, month in and month out, when there is
needed and important legislation the American people want
acted upon? Are we really keeping our promises and pledges
made to the people in the platforms of our respective parties
when we sit here idly day in and day out and make no effort
to carry out in good faith the pledges made to the voters of
the country?

The Democratic platform promulgated in Baltimore declared
for the immediate independence of the Philippine Islands.
“Immediate” does not mean next year. It means this year.
It means whenever the chance and the opportunity to do it
arrive, and you have had it. The American people expect their
Representatives not to kill time, but to work. That is what we
are here for. That is what we are pald for. That is what we
are commissioned to do. I appeal to the gentlemen on the
other side to get down to business and let us show the American
people that we are here to legislate in their interest, and to do
it not next year, but this year.

Now, what will happen? Why, we shall kill three months
more of time on two propositions. The regular session will
meet in December, and we shall be here next summer, and
this Congress will close, like every Congress, with pages after
pages of the calendars crowded with favorable and unanimous
reports upon public measures and private bills that will never
be reached. At the close of the Sixty-second Congress there
were 135 bills on the Private Calendar, favorably reported, but
never acted upon; there were 97 on the House Calendar; on
the Calendar of the Whole House there were 144. There nc-
tually passed both Houses of Congress 7 measures that died in
conference. One of them was the Indian appropriation bill.
Another was a bill of far-reaching importance to the people

[Mr.
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of this country, the vocational education bill, the Page-Lever
bill, making a total of 383 bills that died on the calendar for
lack of time, for we adjourned and left unacted upon those bills
that we had introdueed, upon whieh favorable reports had been
secured, and they perished on the calendars of the House.

History will repeat itself, and we will close this Congress
with three or four hundred public and private bills unacted
upon.

Here is the omnibus war-claims bill. We have not passed
through Congress a measure of that kind in six or seven years.
In that bill was the work of the Court of Claims covering six
years, and many claimants have actually died and passed away
with Congress doing nothing to earry out the decisions of the
Court of Claims.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. CAMPBELL. I yield to the gentleman two minutes more.

Mr. AUSTIN. The Democratic platform at Baltimore
pledged itself to one presidential term. We hear nothing of
it now. Why not get the Judiciary Committee busy and vote
in here a resolution to submit a constitntional amendment, if
you meant it?

Here is the immigration bill, keeping out of America the un-
desirables from the four corners of the earth. We passed it in
the Senate and House, then over the President’s veto in the
Senate, and lacking only six or eight votes of doing the same
in the House. Yet our shores are crowded every week with
countless thousands of the undesirable people, running into a
million in 12 months, and here we are wasting a year and
postponing the correction of that great and far-reaching evil
for no good reason that commends itself to the wisdom and
patriotism of the American people. [Applause.]

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. Harpwick], who has charge of this resolu-
tion, was ealled from the room a moment ago, and before going
he asked me to take eharge of the matter.

By his direction I yield five minutes to the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. Cox].

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Cox] is

for five minutes,

Mr, COX. Mr. Speaker, I do not know that I will consume
the five minutes yielded to me. I wish, however, to submit a
few observations, particularly in response to statements made
by my friend from Kansas [Mr. CAMPBELL].

In the first place, I desire to say that I am heartily in favor
of the pending resolution. I think the money appropriated
heretofore has been well spent, and I believe it is conceded by
everybody on both sides of this Chamber that the investigation
of last year and the present proposed investigation have been
too long postponed.

The gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Campeerr] argued rather
forcibly that there was no need for this appropriation, because
these facts, as he stated, could be ascertained by the Auditor
for the Treasury Department. It strikes me that a complete
answer to that is, If that be true, why has not the Auditor
for the Treasury Department heretofore discovered the fact
that the District owed the Federal Government anywhere from
$1,000,000 to $1,750,0007

And if the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. Jomxson] took
$15,000 last year, as he did, and wisely expended it by giv-
ing it to an expert, and as a result of that has established
the fact that the District of Columbia owes the Government
of the United States in round numbers $1,750,000, it is money
well spent.

It is true, Mr. Speaker, that we have conducted a great many
investigations in the last two years.

Mr. BORLAND. And we may have some more.

Mr. COX. And, as suggested by my friend from Missouri
[Mr. BorLND], we may have some more. We have had inves-
tigations by standing committees and special committees. The
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. CAMPBELL] says we have got
nowhere. I think we have got a considerable distance along
the road with some of these investigations; but the reason we
did not land was because there was some man at the other end
of the Capitol who checkmated us.

The Committee on Expenditures in the Treasury Department,
over which I had the honor to preside two years ago, investi-
gated what is known as the oleomargarine frauds, involving,
in round numbers, $2,100,000.

Our committee investigated the matter, and when we made
our report we came to the conelusion that we did not have all
of it, but we found, as we believed, from the evidence in the
case and from the decisions of the Supreme Court of the United
States backing up our findings, that there was no question in
the world but that the oleomargarine manufacturers owed this
Government not less than $1,100,000.

Our committee reported against the offered compromise of
$100,000 which the manufacturers of oleomargarine had pro-
posed as a settlement for the $1,100,000. We reported against
the acceptance of it, and further recommended that the Treas-
ury Department lay its strong arm upon the manufacturers of
oleomargarine, by issuing a distraint and compelling the manu-
facturers to pay that $1,100,000 into the Treasury of the United
States, and if wrong, to give the manufacturers the right to
go into the courts to sue the Government and litigate and re-
cover it back.

But why did we not get somewhere with it? Because at
11.55 o'clock on the morning of the 4th of last March one of
the last acts performed by Secretary of the Treasury Mae-
Veagh was to accept a compromise, in which he accepted the
sum of $100,000, in lieu of the $1.100,000 which our committee
had found to be the amount due the Government.

That was not all. While our committee was engaged in in-
vestigating the subject, Judge Landis, in Chieago, for whom I
have the highest regard, backed and supported by his able
district attorney, Mr. Wilkerson, for whom I also have the
highest regard, was investigating the same subject. And what
was the result of their investigation?

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I yield to the gentleman three
minutes more. d

Mr. COX. The Federal grand jury in the city of Chicago
made a report a few weeks ago, and reported that the oleo-
margarine manufacturers had defrauded this Government out
of $2,100,000. There is no question that $1,100,000 of it is gone,
because that has been compromised; but I look to our Attor-
ney General to advise the Treasury Depariment to lay its hand
upon the other $900,000 and collect it.

I am detailing facts and I know what I am talking about;
facts that were developed before my committee; facts that have
been developed before the grand jury in the eity of Chicago. I
have in my office the report made by the grand jury, a report
E};dgj under instructions given to the grand jury by Judge

ndis.

How were we checkmated? A copy of the report of our com-
mittee was served upon Mr. MacVeagh three or four days be-
fore he signed the compromise. I am not guarreling with Mr,
MacVeagh. Under the law he had the eomplete and eonsum-
mate power fo compromise that case. But I say solemnly, after
a thorough, complete, and exhaustive investigation of the facts,
as well as the law, that he rendered that decision, exempting
them from paying $1,000,000 in the face of the law and in the
face of the solemn facts in the case.

I say more than that, that the Solicitor General of the Inter-
nal Revenue Department, Mr. Maddox, who to-day helds a posi-
tion in the Treasury Department, wrote a decision in that case
in which he advised the Secretary of the Treasury to accept
the $100.000, when he was in possession of all the facts in the
case that our committee was in possession of; or, if not in
possession of all the facts, as we were, he was in a position to
get all the facts in the case. And notwithstanding that fact, as
the law officer of the Treasury Department, he wrote his opin-
fon and turned it over to the Secretary of the Treasury, in
which he advised Secretary MaecVeagh to accept the $100,000.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman has again ex-
pired.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous question on the resolution to its final passage.

The SPEAKER. The question is on ordering the previous
question.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr.
ManyN) there were—ayes 95, noes 29.

Mr. MANN. M.. Speaker, I make the point of order that
there is no quorum present,

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois makes the
point of order that there is no quorum present. The Chair will
count. [After counting.] One hundred and thirty-nine Mem-
bers present—not a quorum. The Doorkeeper will close the
doors and the Sergeant at Arms will notify absentees. The
question is on ordering the previous question. The Clerk will
call the roll. -

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 155, nays 51,
answered “present” 10, not voting 213, as follows:

YEAS—155.
Abercrombie Blackmon Bryan Callaway
Alexander Booher Buchanan, 1L Caraway
Ashbrook Borchers Buchanan, Tex. Carr
Aswell Borland Bulkley Carter
Bailey Brockson Burgess Casey
Baltz roussard Burke, Wis. Church
Barkley Brown, W, Va. Byrnes, 8. C. Claypool
Beakes Brumbaugh Clayton

Byrns, Tenn.
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JuLy 25,

Cline
Collier

Eunnelly. Kans,

D?lx t
venpor
Davis, W. Va.
Decker
Dickinson
Dies
Donovan
Doolittle
Doremus
Doughton
Elder

Evans
Fergusson
Fitzgerald
FitzHenry
Flood. Va.
Foster
Fowler
Garrett, Tenn,
Garrett, Tex.
George
Gilmore
Glass
Goodwin, Ark.
Gordon
Graham, T11,
Gray

Gudger

Anderson
Austin
Barchfeld
Barton

Bell, Cal.
Brltten
Burke, 8. Dak.
Campbell
Cooper
Curry
Davris, Minn.
Dillon

Dyer

Adamson
Aik

en
Browning

Adalir

Alney

Allen
Ansberry
Anthony
Avis

Baker
Barnhart
Bartholdt
Dartlett
Bathrick
Beall, Tex.
Bell, Ga.
Bowdle
Bremner
Brodbeck
Brown, N. Y.
Browne, Wis,
Bruckner
Burke, Pa.
Burnett
Butler
Calder
Candler, Miss.
Cantrill
Carew
Carlin

Cary

Chnndler, N. Y.
Clancy

Clark. Fla,
Connolly, Iowa
Conry

Copley
Covington
Cramton
Crosser

Cullop

Curley

Dale

Danforth
Deitrick

Dent

Dershem
Difenderfer
Dixon
Donohoe

Dunn

Eu pré
agan

Eagle

Edmonds

Hamlin Lloyd
Hardwick Lobeck
Hardy Logue
Harrison, Miss. McAndrews
Hay Mcuetlnn
Hayden McCo
Heilin MeGiilicuddy
Helvering MceKellar
Ilonr{ Maguire, Nebr.
Hensley Maher
Mitehell
Ilnlln nd Moon
Houston Morgan, La.
Howard Murray, Okla,
Hulings Neeley
Hull Ogleshy
Igoe O'Hair
Jacoway Oldfield
Johnson, 8. C. Page
Jones Patten, N. Y,
Kettner Phelan
Rirkpatrick Pou
Kong, Quin
Korbly Ragsdale
Lazaro Raker
, Ga. Reed
Lee, Pa. Roddenbery
Lesher Rucker
Lever Russell
Lieb Seldomridge
Linthicom Sims
NAYS—G51.
Falconer La Follette
Fess Lewls, Pa.
French Lindbergh
Gardner McGn!ro. Okla.
Gillett MeKenzie
Helgesen Mann
IHowell AMapes
Johnson, Utah Mondell
Johnson, Wash Morgan, Okla.
Kelley, Mich Moss, W. Va.
Kelly, Payne
Konnedg' Towa Platt
Kinkaid, Nebr.  Prouty
ANSWERED “ PRESENT "—10.
Crisp Padgett
Johnson, Ky, Rubey
Kabn Smith, J. M. C.
NOT VOTING—213.
Edwards Key, Ohio
Esch Kiess, I'n.
Estopinal Kindel E
Fairchild Kinkead, N. J.
Faison Kitchin
Farr Knowland, J. R.
Ferris - Kreider
Fields Lafferty
Finle, Langham
Floyd, Ark. Langley
Fordney L’Engle
Francis Lenroot
Frear Levy
Gallagher Lewis, Md.
Gard Lindquist
Garner Lonergan
Gerry MeDermott
Gittins McLaughlin
Godwin, N. C. Madden
Goeke Mahan
Goldfogle Manahan
Good Martin
Gorman Merritt
Goulden Metz
Graham, Pa. Miller
Green, lowa Montague
Greene, Mass, Moore
Greene, VL. Morin
Gregg Morrison
rlest Mess, Ind.
Grifiin Mott
Guernsey Murdock
Hamill Murray, Mass.
Hamilton, Mich. Nelson
Hamilton, N, Y. Nolan, J. L
Hammond Norton
Harrison, N. Y. O!Brien
Haugen O'Leary
Hawley O’Shaunessy
Hayes Palmer
Helm Parker
Hinds Patton, I'a.
Hinebaugh Pepper
Hobson Peters
Hoxworth Peterson
Hughes, Ga. Plumley
Hughes, W, Va. Porter
Humphrey, Wash, Post
Iumphreys, Miss. Powers
Keating Rainey
Keister Rauch
Kennedy, Conn.  Rayburn
Kennedy, It eilly, Conn.
Kent Reilly, Wis.

So the previous question was ordered.
The Clerk announced the following additional pairs:
Until further notice:
Mr. SHERLEY with Mr. WALTERS,

Mr. Bern of Georgia with Mr. CALDER.

Bisson

Smith, Tex.
Stedman
Stephens. Nebr,
Stephens, Tex,
Stone

!i!:tuut ‘
Taggar
Talcott, N. Y.
Tavenner
Taylor, Ala.
Taylor, Ark.
Taylor, Colo.
Taylor, N. Y.
Thomas
Tribble
Underwood
Vaughan
Walker
Watkins
Watson
Weaver

Webb

Whaley
Williams
Wilson, Fla.
Wingo
Witherspoon
Young, N. Dak.
Young, Tex.

Scott

Shreve
Sloan

Smith, Idaho
Stephens, Cal.
Switzer
Temple
Thomson, 11L
Towner
Treadway
Willis
Woods

Wallin

Richardson
Riordan
Roberts, Mass.
Roberts, Nev.
Rogers
Rothermel
Rouse

Ruple

Sabat
Saunders
Beully

Bells
Shackleford
Shar:

Sherley
Bherwood
Sinnott
Blayden

Smith, Minn.
Smith, Saml. W,
Sparkman
Stafford
Stanley
Steenerson
Stephens, Miss.
Btevens, Minn.
Stevens, N H.
Stringer
Sumners
Sutherland
Talbott, Md.
Ten Eyck
Thacher

Thompson, Okla.

Townsend
Tuttle
Underhill

Mr. Caxprer of Mississippi with Mr. MANAHAN,

Mr. Crark of Florida with Mr. SELLs.

Mr. Dertrick with Mr., SINNOTT.

Mr. Froyp of Arkansas with Mr. VoLsTEAD.

My, KExNEDY of Connecticut with Mr, SMrrH of Minnesota.

Mr. Grece with Mr. STEENERSON,

The result of the vote was announced as above recorded.

A quorum being present, the doors were opened.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr, Speaker, I desire to sub-
mit a request for unanimous consent. The last paragraph of
the resolution as reported by the Committee on Rules was sub-
ject to the point of order and would have rendered the entire
resolution subject to the point of order; but no one desired
to make that point of order. It is now desired, in order that
it may be in the usual form, fo change the language slightly at
the close of the last paragraph. Notwithstanding the fact that the
previous question has been ordered, I ask unanimous consent
to amend the resolution in the manner which I send to the
Clerk's desk,

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the proposed amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Line 1, page 3. after the “ord “ vouchers,” insart the words “an-’
thorlzed by said committee and.”

Line 2, page 5, strike out the words “of sald committee " and insert
in lieu thereof the word * thereof.”

e 3, after the word “ accounts,” strike out the period and insert -
" sip,neﬂ by the chairman thereof.”

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

Mr. MANN. DMr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, wonld
the gentleman have any objection to including in his request
an amendment as follows, to come in at the end of the resolu-
tion :

Provided, The total expense incurred under the authority of this
resolution shall not exceed sald sum of $20,000.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessce. Mr. Speaker, I would have no
objection whatever to that. It was the amount put in because
they thought it would cover it.

Mr. MANN. They give the committee authority, and appro-
priate $20,000, and then do not limit the authority to $20,000
at all.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee.
objection to that.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment sug-
gested by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MAXN].

Mr, GARRETT of Tennessee. I will make that a part of the
request to insert at the end of the paragraph.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Insert, at the end of line 3, page 3, the toliowlng‘

“ provided, The total expense incurred under the authority of this
resolution shail not exceed said sum of $20,000.”

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the adoption of these
amendments, including the amendment of the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. Maxx], which the gentleman from Tennessee
[Mr. GAreerT] makes his own, notwithstanding the fact that
the previous question has been ordered? [After a pause.] The
Chair hears no objection, and the amendments are agreed to.

The question is on the House resolution as amended.

The resolution was agreed to.

DIGGS-CAMINETTI CASE.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker——

The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman from
Kentueky rise?

Mr, THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I rise to ask unanimous con-
sent that on Tuesday next, after the reading of the Journal.
four hours be allotted to the discussion of the resolution investi-
gating the action of Attorney General McReynolds in the Diggs-
Caminetti ecase, and that two hours of that time be controlled
by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Man~] and two hours by
myself.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Kentucky [Mr.
TraoMAs] asks unanimous consent that on next Tuesday, after
the reading of the Journal and the disposition of the routine
business, four hours shall be devoted to the disposition of the
Kahn resolution as to the Attorney General, the Diggs-Cami-
netti case, and so forth, and that two hours of that time be
controlled by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. ManN] and
two hours by the gentleman from Kentucky. Is there objection?

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right
to object, I wish to ask the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr.
TraoMmas] if he has disposed of the time?

Mr. THOMAS. I have not. And I will say further, Mr.
Speaker, that the Attorney General has no objection, and never
has had, to this matter being discussed.

I think there would be no
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Mr. MANN. We have heard that a good many times, but
actions speak louder than words.

The SPEAKER, The gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. BYRNS]
has the floor.

Mr. MANN. Nobody has the floor.

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. So far as I know, undoubtedly the
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. THoMAs] is correct.

Mr. MANN. Well, Mr. Speaker, I ask for the regular order
on this particular request. I do not jnopose to have the gentle-
man from Tennessee [Mr. Byrnss] discuss the matter.

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. MaxN] has appeared very anxious to have an hour
in which to discuss this matter. I want to say to the gentleman
from Illinois——

Mr. MANN. I object; but not to the request of the gentleman
from Kentucky [Mr., THOMAS]

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. If I am not permitted to make a
statement, I shall object.

Mr. MANN. The gentleman has not permitted me to make a
statement for a week,

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
Mannx] makes a statement every day, and frequently, Mr.
Speaker, out of order.

The SPEAKER. The regular order is to put the request of
the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. TrHoMmas].

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. -I am not going to be driven in
the matter, and if I can not make a statement I object.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Tennessee [Mr, BYrxs]
objects.

AFFAIRS OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA.

On motion of Mr. Garrerr of Tennessee, a motion to recon-
sider the vote by which House resolution No. 203 as amended
was agreed to was laid on the table.

CALL OF COMMITTEES.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will proceed with the call of the
committees,

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, before that is done I ask
unanimous consent that when the House adjourns to-day it
adjourn to meet on Tuesday next.

MANN. 1 object.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois objects. The
Clerk will eall the roll of the committees.

The Clerk proceeded with the call of the committees.

Mr. LLOYD (when the Committee on Accounts was called).
Mr. Speaker, there was a privileged resolution pending before
the House at the time of adjournment last Tuesday. A motion
to adjourn was made pending the consideration of the matter,
and that motion carried. I would like to have the resolution
considered now.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order that
there is no quorum present.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I move a call of the House.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman freom Alabama [Mr. Uxpeg-
woon] moves a call of the House. The question is on agreeing
to the motion.

The question was taken, and the Speaker announced that the
ayes seemed to have it.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 158, nays 5,
answered “ present ™ 13, not voting 253, as follows:

2 YEAS—138.
Abercrombie Caraway Floyd, Ark. Kettne
Alken : Carr Foster Kinka Id Nebr.
Alexander Casey Fowler Kirkpntrick
Anderson Church French Korbl
Ashbrook Clark, Fla. Garrett, Tenn. La Follette
Aswell Clayton George Lee, Pa.
Austin Cline Gnodwin. Ark. Lesher
Bailey Collier Gordon Lewis, Pa.
Baltz Connelly, Kans. (.ralmm. IIL Lieb
Barton Cooper Gra Lindbergh
Beakes Cox llnm{ln Linthicum
Bell, Cal. Curry Hardy Lloyd
Blackmon Davenport Hayden Lobeck
Borchers Davis, Minn. Heflin McAndrews
Borland Decker Helgesen McClellan
Britien Dickinson Helvering McCo
Brockson Dies Hensley McKellar
Brown, W. Va. Dillon Holland McKenzie
Brumbaugh Doolittle Houston Maxul_re, Nebr.
Bryan Doremus : Mapes
Buchanan, I1L. Doughton Hulings Mitchell
Buchanan, Tex. Dyer Hull Moon
Bulkley Eagle }zoe Morgan, La.
Burim Evans acoway Murray, Okla.
Burke, Wis. Falconer Johnson, Ky. Neeley
Byrnes, 8. C. Fergusson J’nhnsﬂn. B O, Norton
Byrns, Tenn. Fess Johnson, Utah Page
Callaway FitzHenry Jones Patten, N. Y.
Candler, Miss. Flood, Va. Kennedy, Iowa  Pepper

I’helan
'ost
(Quin
Ragsdale
Raker

Reed
Roddenbery
Rucker
Russel!
Scott
Seldomridge

Gardner

Johnson, Wash,

Browning
Crisp

Kahn
Kelly, I'a.

Adair
Adamson

Ansberry
Anthony
Avis

Baker
Barchfeld
Barkley
Barnhart
Bartholdt
Bartlett
Bathrick
Beall, Tex.
Bell, Ga.
Booher
Bowdle
Bremner
Brodbeck
Broussnﬂl
Brown, N. Y.
Browne, Wis.
Bruckner

Campbell
Cantrill
Carew
Carlin
Carter

Cary
Chandler, N, Y.

Clancy
Claypool
Connolly, TIowa
Conry

Copley
Covington
Cramton
Crosser

Cullop

Davis, W. Va.
Deitrick
Dent
Dershem
Difenderfer
Dixon
Donohoe
Donovan
Donling
Driscoll
Dunn
Dupré
Bagan
dmonds
wards

Fsch
Fstopinal
Fairchild
Faison
Farr
Ferris
Fields
Finley
Fitzgerald
Fordney

b ra ncls

Fre

Gal Ia gher
Gard
Garner

{m rrett, Tex.

Gillmore
Gittins

(;lass

Godwin, N. C.
Goeke
Goldfogle

Good

Gorman
Gonlden
Graham, a.
Green, lowa
Greene, Mass,
Greene, VL.
Gregg

Griest

Grifin
Gudger
Guernsey
Hamill
Hamilton, Mich.
Hamilton, N. Y.
Hammond
Hardwick
Harrison, Misa,
Ilarrison, N. Y.
Haugen
Hawley

Hay

Iayves

Helm

1 Iinebaugh
Hobson

Howell
Hoxworth
Hughes, Ga.
Hughes, W. Va.

Humphrey, Wash.
Humphreys, Miss,

Keating
Keister
Kelley, Mich.

- Bherley Bwitzer
SBims Taggart
Kigson Talcott. N. Y.
Sloan Tavenner
Smith, Tdaho Taylor, Ark.
Smith, Tex. Taylor, N. Y.
Stedman Thoinas
Stephens, Cal. Thomson, 111
Stephens, Tex. Towner
Stone Tribble
Sumners Underwood

NAYS—O0.
Lafferty Morgan, Okla.
ANSWERED “ PRESENT "—13.
Mann Rubey
Mces, W. Va. Shreve
O'Hair Smith. J. M. C.
Padgett Temple
NOT VOTING—253.

Elder Kennedy, Conn.

Kennedy, It, 1.
Kent

Key, Ohio
Kicss, Ia.

Kin
Kinkead, N. J.
Kitchin
Knowland, J, R,
Konop
Kreider
Langham
Langley
Lazaro
Lee, Ga.
I.’Engle
Lenrcot
Lever
Levy
Lewis, Md.
Lindquist
Logue
Lonergan
MeDermott
MeGillicuddy
MeGuire, Okla.
McLaughlin
Madden
Mahan
Maher
Manahan
Martin
Merritt
Metz
Miller
ﬁnndell
ontague
Moore
Morin
Morrison

Murdoek
Murray, Mass,
Nelson

Oldfield
O'Leary
O’'Shaunessy
Palmer
Parker
Patton, I’a.
Payne
Peters
Peterson
Platt
Plumley
Porter

Pou
Powers
Prouty

So a ecall of the House was ordered.
The Clerk announced the following additional pairs:
TUntil further notice:

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Mr.

Groymore with Mr. TEEADWAY,

BeLL of Georgia with Mr. BurkE of South Dakota.

CARTER with Mr. BARCHFELD,

. EsSTOPINAL with Mr, CAMPRELL.

. GUbGER with Mr. CRAMTON,

. HAarrisoN of Mississippi with Mr. HowELL,

. HAY with Mr. FARRE.

. HeNry with Mr. KeLLEY of Michigan.

. LEE of Georgia with Mr. ProuTy.

. HucHES of Georgia with Mr. MONDELL.

. LEvER with Mr. PAYNE,

. OLprFIELD with Mr. PLATT.

. Pou with Mr. WALTERS,

. ROTHERMEL with Mr. VOLSTEAD,

. SMALL with Mr. MANAHAN.

. TayrLor of Alabama with Mr. SELLs.
Wess with Mr. Woobs, -

After fourth roll call ending for the day
Mr. BooHER with Mr. McGuire of Oklahoma.

Vaughan
Wialker
Watkins
Wenver
Willis
Wilson, Fla.
Wingo
Witherspoon
Young,

Smith, Md.

Young, N. Dak.

Rainey
Rauch
Rayburn
Reilly, Conn.
Reilly, Wis
Richardsm
Riordan
Roberts, Mass.
Itoberts, Nev.
Rogers
Rothermel
Rtouse
Rtupley
Sabath
Saunders
Scully

Sells
Shackleford
Sharp
Sherwood
Sinnott
Slayden
Slemp

Small

Smith, Minn.
Smith, N. Y.
Smith, Saml. W,
Sparkman
Stafford
Stanley
Steenerson
Stephens, Miss,
Stephens. Nebr.
Stevens, Minn.
Stevens, N. H,
ﬁ{olnt
Stringer
Suthe’ﬁand
Talbott, Md.
Taylor, Ala.
Taylor, Colo.
Ten FEyck
Thacher
Thompson, Okla.
Townsend
Treadway
Tuttle
Underhill
Vare

Volstead
Wallin

Walsh
Walters
Watson

Webb
Whitacre
White

Wilder
Williams
Wilson, N. ¥,
Winslow
Woodruff
Woods
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The result of the vote was announced as recorded.

The SPEAKER.

the roll.

names are called.

The Clerk proceeded to call the roll, when the following Mem-

bers failed to answer to their names:

The Doorkeeper will lock the doors, the
Sergeant at Arms will notify absentees, and the Clerk will call
This is a ecall of the House, and the Members will
answer “ present,” or something equivalent thereto, when their

Adair Evans Kennedy, R. I. Pou
Adamson Fairchild Kent Powers
Alken Faison Key, Ohio Prouty
Ainey Farr Kiess, Pa. Rainey
Allen Ferris Kindel Ranch
Ansberry Fields Kinkaid, Nebr. fbnrn
Anthony Finley Kinkead, N. J. 11y, Conn,
Avis Fitzgerald Kitchin eilly. Wis.
Baker Flood, Va. Knowland, J. R. Richardson
Barchfeld Fordney Kono, Riordan
Barnhart Francis Kreider Roberts, Mass.
Bartholdt ear Langham Roberts, Nev,
Bartlett Gallagher Langley Roddenbery
Bathrick Gard Lazaro Rogers
Beall, Tex. Garner Lee, Ga. Rothermel
Bell, Ga Garrett, Tex, L’'Engle Rouse
Booher Gerry Lenroot Ruplg
Bowdle Gillett Lever Baba
Bremner Gllmore Levy Baunders
Brodbeck hittina Lewis, Md. Scully
Broussard Lindguist Sells
Brown, N. Y. (:odwin N.C. Lobeck Shackleford
Browne, Wia. Goeke Logue Sharp
Bruckner (xaldfoglc Lonergan Sherwood
Burke, Pa, Goo McCoy Sinnott
Burke, 8. DaXx. Goodwin, Ark. Mcnermott Slayden
Burnett Gordon McGillicudd Slemg
Butler Gorman McGuire, Okla. Smith, Md.
Calder Goulden McLaughlin Smith, Minn.
Cnllawaly Graham, Pa. Madden Smith, N. Y.
Campbell Green, Iowa AMahan Smith, Saml. W.
Cantrill Greene, Mass. Maher Smith, Tex.
Carew Greene, VL. Manahan Sparkman
Carlin Gregg Mann Stafford
Carter Griest Martin Stanley
Cary Griffin Merritt Steenerson
Chandler, N.Y. Gudger Metz Stephens, Miss,

nncy Guernsey Milier Stephens, Nebr,
Claypo amill Montague Stevens, Minn.
Connolly, Iowa Hamilton, Mich. Afoore Stevens, N. H.,
Conry Hamilton, N.X. Morin Btout
Copley Hammond Morrigon Stringer
Covington Hardwick Moss, Ind. Butherland
Cramton Harrison, Miss. Moss, W. Va Talbott, Md.
Crosser Harrison, N, ott Taylor, Colo.:
Cullop aungen Murdock Ten Eyck
Curley Hawley Murray, Mass, Thacher

le Hay Neeley Thomas
Danforth Hayes Nelson Thompson, Okla.
Davenport Helm Nolan, J. I, Townsend
Deitrick Hill Norton Treadway
Dent Hinds O'Brien Tuttle
Dershem Hinebaugh Oglesby Underhill
Dickinson obson O'Hair Vare
Difenderfer Howard Oldfield Volstead
Dixon iowell O'Leary Wall
Donohoe worth O’'Shaunessy Walsh
Doolin, Hughes, w. Ya Padgett Walsers
Drisco’ Humphreys, Miss. Palmer Weaver
Dunn Humphrey, 'Wnsh. Parker ley
Duprﬁ Johnson, B. C. Patton, Pa. Whitacre
Eagan Tohnson, Wash., Payne White
Edmonds Jones Peter Wilder
Edwards Keating Peterson Wilson, N. Y.
Elder Keister Platt Winslow
Esch Kelley, Mich. Plumley Woodruft
Estopinal Kennedy, Conn.  Porter Woods

The SPEAKER. One hundred and sixty-one Members, not a
quorum, have answered to their names. It takes 216 to make
a quorum.

ADJOURNMENT.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, it is evident that we are
so far from having a quorum that I move that the House do
now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 4 o'clock and 2
minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until to-morrow, Saturday,
July 26, 1913, at 12 o'clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATION.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, a letter from the Secretary of
the Treasury, transmitting a copy of a communication from the
Acting Secretary of War submitting an estimate of appropria-
tion for completing the public road from the Highway Bridge to
the Arlington National Cemetery (H. Doc. No. 164), was taken
from the Speaker's table, referred to the Commitiee on Appro-
priations, and ordered to be printed.

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS.
Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, billg, resolutions, and memo-
rials were introduced and severally referred as follows:
By Mr. BAILEY: A bill (H. R. T118) to establish a fish-

cultural station in the State of Pennsylvania; to the Com-
mittee on the Merchant Marine and Fishe

Ties,

|

By Mr. RAKER: A bill (H. R. 7119) making an appropria-
tion for the investigation, study, and testing of sagebrush
(Chrysothamnus) and greasewood, which may be used for pro-
ducing rubber, and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Agriculture.

By Mr, STOUT: A bill (IL R. 7120) to extend to certain pub-
lications the privileges of seeond-class mail matter as to the
admission to the mails; to the Committee on the Post Office
and Post Roads.

By Mr. KAHN: Resolution (H. Res. 212) directing the Attor-
ney General to transmit to the House of Representatives copy
of his telegram dated May 16, 1913, to United States Attorney
McNab; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. CLARK of Florida: Concurrent resolution (H. Con.
Res. 14) affirming Monroe doctrine; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BAILEY : A bill (H. R. 7T121) for the relief of Martin
Cupples; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. BOOHER: A bill (H. R. 7122) granting a pension to
George W. Nove; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. BROUSSARD: A bill (H. R. 7123) for the relief of
the estate of Elie H. Flory; to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. CANTRILL: A bill (H. R. 7124) for the relief of the
estate of Benjamin Gratz, deceased; to the Committee on War
Claims,

By Mr. DICKINSON: A bill (H. R. T125) for the relief of
the estate of Jacob Kenney, deceased; to the Committee on War
Claims,

By Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee: A bill (H. R. 7126) grant-
ing an increase of pension to Orlando F. Cantwell; to the Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. HAMILL: A bill (H. R. 7T127) granting a pension to
Annie B. Crouter; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7128) granting an increase of pension to
Amelia Schoefer; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. TAGGART: A bill (H. R. T129) granting an increase
of pension to Joseph €. Vance; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. T130) to place the name of Capt. Clarence
Walworth Backus on the retired list of the Regular Army of
the United States with rank and pay as a retired officer of the
regular establishment; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. TALCOTT of New York: A bill (H. RR. 7T181) grant-
ing a pension to Hannah M. Brodock; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7132) granting a pension to Lucy E.
Schermerhorn; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado: A bill (H. R. T133) granting
an increase of pension to John W. Fuller; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

PETITIONS, ETC.

TUnder clanse 1 of Rule XXITI, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

By Mr. DALE: Petitions of the Scranton Life Insurance Co,,
of Seranton, and the Girard Life Insurance Co., of Philadel-
phia, Pa., protesting against mutual life insurance funds in the
income-tax bill ; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petitions of the Interstate Colton Seed Crushers’ Asso-
clation, protesting against the prohibitory duty by the Govern-
ment of Austria-Hungary upon cottonseed oil, and against a tax
on colored oleomargarine; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. DYER : Petition of the National Civil Service Reform
League, of New York, N. ¥, protesting against paragraph
0, section 2, of the tariff bill (H. R. 3321) ; to the Committee
on Ways antl Means.

Also, petition of the Scranton Life Insurance Co., of Scranton,
Pa., protesting against mutual life insurance funds in the in-
come-tax bill; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. GARRET'I‘ of Tennessee: Papers to accompany bill
granting an increase of pension to Orlando F. Cantwell; to the
Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvanin : Petition of the New York
Zoological Society, favoring clause in the tariff bill prohibiting
jmportation of egret, etc.; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. LEVY : Petitions of the United States Life Insurance
Co., in the city of New York, and the Scranton Life Insurance
Co., of Scranton, the Girard Life Insurance Co., of Philadelphia,
Pa., the National Life Insurance Co. of the United States of
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America, at Chicago, Ill,, protesting against mutual life insur-
ance funds in the income-tax bill; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

Also, petition of the Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen and
Enginemen, of Peoria, 11l., favoring restriction of immigration;
to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

Also, petition of the Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen and
Enginemen, of Peoria, Ill., favoring law to compel the equip-
ment of all road engines with safe and suitable boilers, ete.;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

Also, petitions of the Interstate Cotton Seed Crushers’ Asso-
ciation, protesting against the prohibitive duty by the Govern-
ment of Austria-Hungary on cottonseed oil and the dunty on
colored oleomargarine; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of the Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen and
Enginemen, of Peoria, Ill., favoring improvement in the living
conditions of our seamen; to the Committee on the Merchant
Marine and Fisheries.

Also, petition of Charles I. Berg, of New York City, protesting
against an amendment by the Senate commitfee imposing a tax
on paintings and statuary less than 50 years old; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. LONERGAN: Petition of the Interstate Cotton Seed
Crushers’ Association, of Chicago, Ill., protesting. against the
present tax on colored oleomargarine; to the Committee on
Ways and Means. E

By Mr. J. M. C. SMITH : Petition of the Scranton Life & Fire
Insurance Co., protesting against life insurance funds in the
income-tax bill; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. TOWNSEND : Petition of the Holy Name Societies of
the Diocese of Newark, N. J., protesting against the publication
of the Menace; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

SENATE.
SATURDAY, July 26, 1913.

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Forrest J. Prettyman, D. D.

The Vice President being absent, the President pro tempore
took the chair and directed the Secretary to read the Journal
of the proceedings of the preceding session.

The Secretary proceeded to read the Journal of yesterday's
proceedings.

Mr. SIMMONS. I ask that the further reading of the Journal
may be dispensed with.

Mr. SMOOT. There are only a few Senators here, and I
know a number are coming over. It would be better to have
the Journal read.

Mr. SIMMONS. I withdraw the request.

Mr. SMOOT. If the Senator will call for a quornm at the
close of the morning business, the reading can be dispensed
with.

Mr. SIMMONS. No; I do not desire to do that.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Objection is made, and the
Secretary will resume the reading of the Journal.

Mr. SMOOT. I do not insist on my objection. I think, per-
haps, we can get a quorum here by the time the morning busi-
ness is closed, and, if not, I can call for a quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Chair understand
the Senator from Utah to object?

Mr. SMOOT. No: I do not object.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from North
Carolina asks nnanimous consent that the further reading of the
Journal be dispensed with. Is there objection?

There being no objection, the further reading was dispensed
with, and the Journal was approved.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS,

Mr. NORRIS presented memorials signed by several hundred
citizens of Nebraska, remonstrating against the enactment of
legislation compelling the observance of Sunday as a day of rest
in the District of Columbia, which were referred to the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia.

Mr. FLETCHER. I present certain resolutions from the
North Carolina Bankers’' Association, and also resolutions from
the South Carolina Banking Association, certified by the secre-
taries, which may be treated in the nature of petitions, and I
ask that they be printed in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the petitions were referred to the
Committee on Banking and Currency and ordered to be printed
in the Recorp, as follows:

THE NORTH CAROLINA BANKERS' ASSOCIATION,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY AND TREASURER,
Henderson, N. C.

“ Resolved by the North Carolina Bankers’ Association, at Asheville,
N. 0., July 10, 1918, in convention assembled, That we favor incorporat-

Ing in bill 8. 2639, now pending in Congress, provision for such insti-
tutions and facilities as will meet the requirements and demands of our
agricultural interests,

“ Resolved further, That we commend the efforts of the Southern Com-
mereial Congress in behalf of a system ofmx‘alg-rlculturnl credits and co-
operati;m as patriotic and for the public g and deserving our cordial
support.”

h e above resolution was proposed b
of Commercial National Bank, High Point, N. C., to the North Carolina
Bankers' Association. in meeting assembled, at Asheville, N. C., July 10,
1913, which was read by Mr. Cox and duly passed by a unanimous vote
of the convention,

J. Elwood Cox, Esq., president

T,

W. A. Hox
Becretary North Carolina Bankers' Association,

“ Resolved b

the South Carolina Bankers’ Association in convention
assembled at

L.ake Toxaway, N. C., this July 12, 1913, That we favor
such legislation as will provide for such institutions and facilities as
will more completely meet the requirements and demands of our agri-
cultural interests,

“ Resgolved further, That we commend the efforts of the Southern Com-
mercial Congress to establish a system of agricultural credits and co-
oper:]mt?n as important and beneficlal to the whole country and all the
people.

I hereby certify that the foregolng is a true cop{ of resolution passed
by the Bouth Carolina Bankers' Association at Lake Toxaway, N. C., on
July 12, 1913,

LeE G, HALLEMON.
BILLS INTRODUCED.

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous
consent, the second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. CRAWFORD :

A bill (8. 2832) granting an increase of pension to Melancton
EsI:oren (with accompanying paper); to the Committee on Pen-

ons,

By Mr. SHERMAN :

A bill (8. 2833) providing for the appropriation of $2,500 as a
part contribution for a monument to mark the site of Fort
Edward, at Warsaw, Hancock County, Ill; to the Committee
on the Library.

By Mr. LEA:

A bill (8. 2835) to provide for the appointment of a district
Judge in the middle and eastern judicial districts in the State
of Tennessee, and for other purposes; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

THE CURRENCY.

Mr., CLAPP. T rise to introduce a bill, and before introducing
it I wish to make a very brief statement.

There is a general feeling, in which I share, thaf there should
be some currency legislation at the present session. There is a
feeling also that with the debate on the tariff and the time
that will be required it is unwise to undertake any general
currency legislation at this session.

I am advised that there are-=$500,000,000 of notes printed
already under the law of 1909, and if that law were amended
g0 that instead of requiring 5 per cent interest the first month,
with the increase beginning with the second month, the period
were extended to three months, during which the 5 per cent tax
would run, that law would probably meet any emergency or
requirement likely to arise at this time.

For that purpose I introduce the following bill, and ask that
it be referred to the Committee on Banking and Currency:

The bill (8. 2834) to amend an act entitled “An act to amend
the national banking laws’ was read twice by its title and re-
ferred to the Committee on Banking and Currency.

AMENDMENT TO DEFICIENCY APPROPRIATION BILL,

Mr. O'GORMAN submitted an amendment proposing to ap-
propriate $300 to pay Henry Coster, being the amount found due
him as per certificate No. 103913 of the differences of the comp-
troller, dated June 16, 1913, Navy Department, intended to be
proposed by him to the general deficiency appropriation bill,
which was referred to the Committee on Appropriations and
ordered to be printed.

AMENDMENT TO THE TARIFF BILL,

Mr. STERLING submitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill (H. R. 3321) to reduce tariff duties and
to provide revenue for the Government, and for other purposes,
which was ordered to lie on the table and be printed.

ADMINISTRATIVE SECTION OF TARIFF BILL.

Mr, LIPPITT. Mr. President, there was published in the
New York Commercial on the 17th of July an interview with
Mr. Downing, who is chairman of the tariff committee of the
Merchants’ Association of New York, an assoclation consisting
largely of the importing interests. Mr. Downing in his inter-
view represents himself as having taken a very active part in
the formation of the administrative section of the proposed
tariff law we are now considering. The interview is not long,
and I should like to have it read and become a part of the
REecorp and to call the attention of the lobby investigating com-
mittee to the statement of this gentleman.
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